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ABSTRACT
Increased interest in how violence exposure might relate to posttraumatic stress 
disorder (PTSD) and other adolescent psychopathology has created considerable 
demand for an assessment tool to assist in this research effort. Though attempts have 
been made to improve the measurement standards for violence research on youth, 
available instruments lack adequate psychometric qualities, comprehensiveness, or an 
acceptable format for slow readers. The present study provided empirical evidence 
on the utility o f the Screen for Adolescent Violence Exposure (SAVE), an instrument 
designed to both correct the deficiencies o f previous measures and to assess violence 
exposure for school, home, and neighborhood settings. The SAVE was developed on 
1250 inner-city adolescents and obtained excellent reliability coefficients. Factor 
structure, examined by both exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis, identified 
three factors: Traumatic Violence, Indirect Violence, and Interpersonal Aggression. 
The SAVE demonstrated utility in classifying high- and low-violence participants, and 
was significantly correlated with both objective crime data and theoretically relevant 
constructs (anger, PTSD symptoms, and internalizing/externalizing problems). The 
scale also yielded expected empirical results in a representative application: youth 
scoring high on traumatic violence reported significantly more PTSD symptoms, 
dissociation, anger, and internalizing and externalizing problems. Thus the SAVE 
shows promise as a more precise measurement o f the stressor criterion associated
Vlll
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with PTSD in adolescents, and allows quantification of severity o f violence exposure 
by setting.
ix
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INTRODUCTION
Violence and children’s witnessing o f violence have reached epidemic proportions 
in the United States and constitute a  significant public health problem (Fitzpatrick & 
Boldizar, 1993; Public Health Service, 1990; Richters & Martinez, 1993). Children 
and youth suffer more victimization from violence than do adults in virtually every 
category including bullying, sexual abuse, rape, physical abuse, and sibling assault 
(Finkelhor & Dzhiba-Leatherman, 1994). Moreover, violent acts such as murder, 
rape, robbery, and assault among youth ages 11-17 has increased 25 % in the last 
decade (Centers for Disease Control, 1990). Given that the majority o f violence in 
this age group is a youth-on-youth phenomenon, it is likely that youth victimization 
from violence has increased as well (Hammond & Yung, 1994). Urban areas are 
likely to be most affected. For example, between 1985 and 1992, firearm deaths for 
Chicago inner-city youth (ages 0 - 2 0  years) increased 265% (Bell & Jenkins, 1993). 
Shakoor & Chalmers (1991) found that 73% of a sample o f eighth graders in Chicago 
had seen someone shot, stabbed, robbed, or killed. First and second graders surveyed 
in Washington D. C. reported witnessing muggings (45%), shootings (31%), and 
dead bodies (39%; Richters & Martinez, 1993). Similar findings have also been 
obtained in New Orleans (Osofsky, Wewers, Hann, & Fick, 1994).
Young males in the United States are 7 times more likely to  be murdered than 
their counterparts in Canada; 21 times more likely than those in West Germany; and 
40 times more likely than young males in Japan (Fingerhut & Kleinman, 1990).
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
2Considering that the rate o f nonlethal violence is reportedly 100 times that o f the 
homicide rate, it is evident that children and adolescents in high risk communities are 
exposed to a  significant number o f violent events daily (Rosenberg & Mercy, 1986). 
More alarming is that the homicide rate in most cities has increased since these data 
were recorded (Richters & Martinez, 1993). Baton Rouge has not escaped this 
increase in violence. Data indicate that Baton Rouge had the sixth highest rate o f 
violent crimes with 1510 offenses per 100,000 people (FBI Uniform Crime Reports, 
1994).
Thus, both the increased frequency o f violence and the increased victimization by 
violence o f children and adolescents is a  growing concern for the public as well as for 
researchers and clinicians. Yet this concern has neither translated to empirical study 
o f violence exposure in youth nor to the understanding o f the effects o f chronic 
exposure to violence on children and youth. Research has been conducted without 
the use of standardized measures and thus can only be considered exploratory at best. 
Therefore, the purpose o f this study is to lay the foundation for the construction o f a 
comprehensive body o f research by developing a reliable and valid measure of 
exposure to violence in adolescents. The following review will explore the relevant 
literature to provide both a rationale and a basis for the proposed instrument. Areas 
to be covered include the impact o f violence on children and adolescents, and the 
various domains o f exposure to violence including acute episodes o f violence, chronic 
community violence, family violence, and the violent events o f war.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
t 3
Posttraumatic Stress Disorder in Children and Adolescents
Although the majority o f the posttraumatic stress disorder (PTSD) research has 
been focused on adults, recent child studies suggest that children respond with similar 
posttraumatic stress symptoms (McNally, 1991). Exposure to violence has been 
linked to the development o f PTSD regardless o f age. Childhood PTSD has ensued 
following exposure to sniper attacks, war, concentration camps, and witnessing the 
murder o f a parent (Kinzie, Sack, Angell, Manson, & Rath, 1986; Malmquist, 1986; 
Nader & Pynoos, 1993; Pynoos et al., 1987).
PTSD is classified as an anxiety disorder with six major elements: (1) witness of 
or victimization by an event that involves actual or threatened death, serious injury, or 
threat to the physical integrity o f self or others; (2) re-experiencing o f the event 
through intrusive images or thoughts, nightmares, flashbacks, or exposure to relevant 
triggers o f the events; (3) persistent avoidance o f stimuli associated with trauma and 
numbing o f general responsiveness; (4) persistent symptoms o f increased arousal; (5) 
greater than one month duration o f the disturbance; and (6) clinically significant 
distress or impairment in social, occupational, or other important areas o f functioning 
(APA, 1994). The diagnosis can be specified as acute, chronic, or with delayed onset 
(APA, 1994).
Children tend to manifest PTSD symptoms somewhat differently than adults. 
Symptoms o f PTSD in children include repetitive posttraumatic play, reenactment of 
the event, loss o f previously acquired developmental skills, nightmares without 
recognizable content, a sense of foreshortened future, and omen formation (APA,
I
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1994; Terr, 1979). However, these symptoms are difficult to measure and whether 
concepts such as omen formation or a  sense o f foreshortened future actually exist 
beyond the realm o f anecdotal clinical evidence is not clear. For example, a  study of 
children exposed to a  sniper attack revealed that few children (2%) stated that the 
future would be “all bad”, and 75% of the sample expected to marry and have 
children. All children believed that they would have a career (Schwarz & Kowalski,
1991). Moreover, the sense o f a foreshortened future resulting from exposure to 
trauma cannot be disentangled from a child’s realistic appraisal o f events commonly 
associated with high-risk, low socioeconomic environments. Finally, the concept of 
flashbacks are often difficult for children to grasp. Schwarz and Kowalski (1991) 
reported that children endorsed feeling as if the traumatic event was recurring but 
were unable to recognize the episode as a flashback.
Researchers have proposed Type I and Type II PTSD (Ribbe, Lipovsky, & 
Freedy, in press; Terr, 1991). Type I traumas are low frequency events; Type n  
traumas are repeated, prolonged, or chronic (Terr, 1991). Re-experiencing, 
avoidance, and hyperarousal symptoms are common in Type I PTSD; emotional 
numbing, denial, depression, rage, and dissociation are characteristic o f Type n  PTSD 
(Ribbe et al., in press; Terr, 1991). However, no empirical evidence is yet available to 
justify these distinctions since operational definitions are likely to be problematic. For 
example, if Type I and Type H stressors are conceptualized as two points on a
i
>' f
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continuum o f severity, it is not evident when a Type I stressor might become a Type 
II stressor.
hi general, assessment o f PTSD in children and adolescents is problematic. The 
majority o f the available instruments are parent or child structured interviews with 
little published validity data to support their use in either clinical o r research settings 
(Fredrick, 1985; Nader & Pynoos, 1989,1993; Saigh, 1989; SOvennan & Nelles, 
1988; Weiner, Reich, Heijanic, Jung, & Amado, 1987; Wolfe, Gentile, & Wolfe, 
1989). No child or adolescent self-report questionnaires have been developed for the 
assessment o f PTSD although the Impact o f Events Scale (IES), an adult measure of 
PTSD, has been successfully used on adolescents (Horowitz, Wilner, & Alvarez, 
1979; Malmquist, 1986; Yule & Williams, 1990). Research on child and adolescent 
PTSD would obviously benefit from further development o f valid and reliable 
measures.
The reported prevalence o f PTSD in youth after exposure to severe violence 
ranges from 24% to 27%, and is comparable to that found in the general adult 
population (Breslau, Davis, Andreski, & Peterson, 1991; Burton, Foy, Bwanausi, 
Johnson, & Moore, 1994; Fitzpatrick & Boldizar, 1993; Green, 1994). However, 
rates in community samples vary across type o f stressor and range from 5% for 
disaster victims, to  80% for children witnessing a parent homicide or suicide, to 94% 
for rape victims (Dahl, 1989; Norris, 1992; Eth & Pynoos, 1985).
These varying rates suggest that PTSD is more likely to arise following a sudden, 
unpredictable, violent event o f human origin that violates strongly held beliefs about
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
6safety (Foa, Zinbarg, & Rothbaum, 1992; March, 1990). The probability and severity 
o f PTSD tends to increase as a function o f stressor severity in a dose-related fashion 
(Green, 1994; March, 1990). Thus intensity is a clear-cut risk factor for the 
development o f  PTSD (Green, 1994). Other characteristics that predispose an 
individual to develop PTSD include familiarity with the victim or perpetrator, 
exposure to previous stressors or life events, family history o f abuse and trauma, low 
socioeconomic status, and multiple out-of-home placements (Brent et al., 1993; 
Breslau & Davis, 1992; Doyle & Bauer, 1989; Harkness, 1993; Kulka et al., 1990; 
Pynoos et al., 1987).
PTSD in a  parent is also a risk factor for children. The intergenerational 
transmission theory o f PTSD proposes that parent PTSD symptoms such as 
emotional numbing, social withdrawal, intrusive memories, and depression have a 
severe, chronic, disruptive effect on the family (Figley & Sprinkle, 1978; Harkness, 
1993; Krell, 1982; Rosenheck, 1986). For example, Harkness (1993) studied 
Vietnam war veterans with PTSD and found that their children exhibited impaired 
self-esteem, poor reality testing, hyperactivity, and aggressive behavior. Furthermore, 
many o f the child behaviors reported by the parents (e.g., anger outbursts, depression, 
anxiety, low frustration tolerance) resembled behaviors exhibited by the father 
(Harkness, 1993). Though this outcome is explained by both social learning theory 
(e.g., the child models parent behavior) and family systems theory (what affects one 
family member affects all family members), the cause of intergenerational transmission
I
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o f PTSD cannot be inferred from correlational data. Nevertheless, the notion that 
parents and children tend to exhibit similar posttraumatic stress symptoms may have 
important implications for the study o f children exposed to chronic community 
violence. Namely, the results o f studies on the impact o f exposure to community 
violence in children may be confounded by parent exposure to community violence 
and parent posttraumatic stress symptoms; therefore these variables need to  be 
examined as well. Within-family violence may also muddle the results.
Exposure to Family Violence
Family violence is associated with child maladjustment and poor adult outcome 
(Ammerman & Hersen, 1992). Estimates suggest that approximately 3 to  4 million 
American households experience a significant degree o f violence each year, and that 
children are often the direct or indirect victims (Gelles & Straus, 1988; National 
Center on Child Abuse and Neglect, 1988). Family violence estimates include: 55% 
for slapping and spanking, 1.3% for hitting with a fist, 0.6% for beatings, and 0.2% 
for using a gun or knife (Straus & Gelles, 1986). However, these rates are likely to 
be higher in families subjected to multiple stressors such as those caused by poverty 
(Aber, 1993).
Finkelhor and Dziuba-Leatherman (1994) summarized three broad categories of 
child victimization o f which family violence is but one example: (1) pandemic 
victimizations that occur to the majority o f children within the course o f growing up 
(sibling assaults and physical punishment by parents); (2) acute victimizations that
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
occur less frequently but are o f greater severity (physical abuse, neglect, witness o f 
spouse abuse, and family abduction); and (3) extraordinary victimizations that occur 
to a small number of children but attract a great deal o f attention (parent homicide, 
parent suicide, and child abuse homicide). The impact o f acute and extraordinary 
victimizations are well-studied whereas pandemic victimization has received little 
attention. For example, sibling violence, the most frequent type of child victimization, 
has a rate o f800 victims per 1000, yet is noteworthy by its absence in the literature 
(Finkelhor& Dziuba-Leatherman, 1994).
The impact o f marital violence on children’s psychological well-being was been 
widely studied. At least 16% o f American families report marital violence each year 
and up to 60% of those events are witnessed by children (Jaffe, Sudermann, & 
Reitzel, 1992; Straus & Gelles, 1990). School-age children that witness marital 
violence show elevated levels o f internalizing and externalizing problems, social 
problems, and somatic complaints (Hughes, 1986; Wolfe, Jaffe, Wilson, & Zak,
1985). Adolescent witness o f marital violence is associated with increased hostility, 
aggression, running away from home, withdrawn behavior, and suicidal behavior 
(Alessi & Hearn, 1984; Hughes, 1986; Jaffe Wolfe, & Wilson, 1990). Boys exposed 
to marital violence exhibit aggression and hostility more than girls (Wolfe et al.,
1985).
Extraordinary victimizations, such as witnessing parent homicide by another 
family member, are significantly related to the development o f posttraumatic stress
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
symptoms including flashbacks, avoidance behavior, and somatic complaints (Pynoos 
& Eth, 1984). Black, Kaplan, and Hendriks (1993) found that 26% of children Cl = 
95) who had witnessed their father kill their mother met criteria for PTSD. Other 
reported symptoms in these children included emotional problems, conduct problems, 
learning difficulties, and social problems. Age was not a significant determinant in 
frequency o f problem symptoms (Black et al., 1993). However, the authors did not 
report how PTSD was diagnosed.
Up to 40% o f children who witness marital violence are also physically abused 
(Jaffe, Wolfe, Wilson, & Shisczarzck, 1986). Such abuse may occur when children 
intervene on their mother’s behalf or as a separate pattern o f child abuse (Jaffe et al., 
1992). However, the added effects o f being both witness and victim of family 
violence does not necessarily increase severity o f either psychological distress or 
behavior problems in children (Sternberg et al., 1993). Physical abuse victims, 
regardless of whether they witnessed domestic violence, show similar levels of 
psychological problems. Thus, victimization appears to have a more significant 
impact on adjustment than witnessing family violence (Kilpatrick et al., 1989; Pitman, 
Altman, & Macklin, 1989; Richters & Martinez, 1993).
Approximately 24 children per 1000 are victims o f physical abuse (Straus & 
Gelles, 1990). Many young victims experience PTSD, chronic anxiety, depression, 
externalizing problems, poor school performance, and poor social competence 
(Feindler & Becker, 1994; Harkness, 1993; Kazdin, Moser, Colbus, & Bell, 1985;
(
I
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Youngblade & Belsky, 1990). Unlike younger children, however, adolescent victims 
o f physical abuse are more likely to engage in antisocial behavior such as aggression, 
delinquency, substance abuse, and suicidal ideation (Vondra, Kolar, & Radigan,
1992).
An important consequence o f family violence is the often cited “cycle o f 
violence”: child abuse predisposes the survivor to become a perpetrator o f violence 
later in life (Widom, 1989). Family experiences associated with risk for perpetration 
o f violence include: (1) physical abuse and neglect (Widom, 1989); (2) heavy use o f 
physical punishment (Slaby & Roedell, 1982); (3) parental permission for aggression 
(Olweus, 1979); (4) witness o f marital violence (Jaffe et al., 1986); and (5) high levels 
o f coercive family interactions (Patterson, 1982).
Thus, family factors appear to contribute to the risk o f violence perpetration. 
Likewise, the family may impact the development o f PTSD in children exposed to 
other types of violence. Low family cohesion, high family conflict, low parent 
education, and the absence o f a male parent are associated with increased symptoms 
o f PTSD in children exposed to community violence (Burton et al., 1993; Cooley- 
Quille et al., 199Sb; Fitzpatrick & Boldizar, 1993; Martinez & Richters, 1993; 
Osofsky et al., 1993). However, family factors are not often considered when 
examining exposure and impact o f acute episodes o f community violence on youth. 
The next section will cover this literature.
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Exposure to Acute Violence in the Community 
Few studies have examined of the effects o f acute (i.e. single-impact or Type I) 
events o f community violence on youth. However, the available studies support a 
relationship between exposure to acts o f violence and the development o f PTSD. 
Pynoos and colleagues (1987) examined children’s stress reactions after witnessing a 
fatal schoolyard sniper attack in which a classmate was killed. O f the 159 children 
(grades K-6) assessed at one month, 77% o f those witnessing the event presented 
with moderate to severe posttraumatic stress symptoms. Proximity to the event and 
familiarity with the victim were associated with frequency o f posttraumatic stress 
symptoms as measured by the PTSD Reaction Index (Fredrick, 1985). Children with 
severe PTSD reported higher levels o f intrusive thoughts, psychological numbing, 
sleep problems, and lack o f concentration. Children exposed to previous trauma such 
as violent events, unexpected death, or physical injury were more likely to develop 
PTSD. Posttraumatic stress symptoms decreased at six and 14 month follow-up, 
except for avoidance o f triggers to the event (Nader, Pynoos, & Fairbanks, 1990). 
Only highly exposed children continued to exhibit posttraumatic stress symptoms.
This relationship between event proximity and the development o f PTSD was not 
confirmed in a similar study o f children exposed to a sniper attack at school (Schwarz 
& Kowalski, 1991). As in the previous study, the PTSD Reaction Index assessed 
children and adults (n = 128) who either witnessed the killings or were at school 
during the attack (Fredrick, 1985). Frequency o f nightmares was the only symptom
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
uassociated with violence proximity in children. Developmental differences in 
symptom presentation were noted. The most PTSD prominent symptoms in children 
were the loss o f previously attained developmental skills, the onset o f new fears, 
somatic complaints, increased frequency o f accidents, and reckless behavior. Older 
children tended to show more anger responses. Curiously, only adults presented with 
omen formation and a sense o f foreshortened future, symptoms that have previously 
been attributed to child victims o f traumatic events (APA, 1994). Children reported 
more avoidance behavior than adults (Schwarz & Kowalski, 1991).
Research on acute violence victimization frequently fails to examine participants 
for chronic violence exposure, a  potential confounding factor. As noted earlier in this 
review, PTSD is more likely to develop in individuals with previous trauma exposure 
(Breslau & Davis, 1992). Failure to identify previous violence exposure may explain 
the discrepant results found in the studies using identical measures of PTSD (Pynoos 
et al., 1987; Schwarz & Kowalski, 1991). Moreover, interpretation o f these findings 
must consider family functioning as a mediating variable between violence exposure 
and subsequent impact. Thus, the specific symptoms associated with children’s acute 
community violence exposure are not well-defined although the research provides 
evidence o f posttraumatic stress reactions. Additional research is needed to further 
define both the short- and long-term consequences.
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Exposure to Wartime Violence
The literature on children’s reactions to war is relevant to the examination o f the 
effects o f chronic community violence on children. Reports o f children’s symptoms 
vary across studies as a  function o f the domains o f adjustment targeted, age, gender, 
and stressor severity. Most common childhood reactions associated with war-related 
violence are intrusive thoughts, reenactment fantasies, anxiety, sleep disturbance, 
restlessness, overeating, concentration problems, poor schoolwork, depression, 
aggression, and somatic complaints (Eth & Pynoos, 1985; Klingman, 1992; 
Macksound, Dyregrow, & Raundalen, 1993; Nader & Pynoos, 1993). Prevalence of 
PTSD in children witnessing war violence ranges from 20% to 71% depending on the 
diagnostic criteria used (Klingman, 1992; Nader & Pynoos, 1993).
Proximity to traumatic war events is also associated with PTSD in children 
(Pynoos & Eth, 1985). During the Persian Gulf War, children living closer to direct 
missile attacks reported more severe somatic complaints, negative affect, intrusive 
thoughts, and difficulty in performing routine tasks than those children living further 
away (Bat-Zion & Levy-Shiff, 1994). Similar results were found in a sample o f Israeli 
children (Klingman & Wiesner, 1982). Klingman (1992) found that intensity and 
duration o f missile attacks influenced stress reactions during the Gulf War. Children 
living in areas most heavily attacked by missiles reported higher rates o f symptoms 
such as physical weakness, somatic complaints, avoidance o f pleasurable activities, 
and restlessness (Klingman, 1992). Conversely, Ziv and Israeli (1973) found no
i
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significant relationship between proximity to war violence and posttraumatic stress 
symptoms. However, the children in their study had been exposed to chronic war 
violence rather than the acute events o f previous samples. These children may have 
habituated to violent events and perceive them as less threatening (Ziv and Israeli, 
1973). Others would call this phenomenon emotional numbing (APA, 1995; Terr, 
1991).
Data indicate differences in symptom presentation between adolescents and 
children exposed to war. Children tend to be more susceptible to posttraumatic and 
other stress reactions than adolescents (Davidson & Smith, 1990; Schwarzweld et al.,
1993). Younger children exposed to the Gulf War reported higher levels of state 
anxiety, fears, somatic complaints, and nightmares than older youth (as cited in 
Klingman, Sagi, & Raviv, 1993). Younger children also exhibited more residual 
effects o f posttraumatic stress symptoms. Schwarzwald, Weisenberg, Solomon, & 
Waysman (1994) reported that although posttraumatic stress symptoms decreased at 
one-year follow-up for children exposed to the Gulf War, the prevalence o f PTSD for 
younger children was higher (38.5%) than that for adolescents (0%).
Adolescents exposed to war-related violence reportedly display more anger, 
rebellion, school truancy, precocious sexual activity, substance abuse, suicidal 
ideation, and delinquency (Eth& Pynoos, 1985; Macksound et al., 1993). One study 
found a total absence o f reported fear in a sample of adolescents over age 14 who 
directly experienced the Persian Gulf War (as cited in Klingman et al., 1993).
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However, traumatic stress behavior in adolescents exposed to war is speculative at 
best since less research is available for review.
Gender differences in posttraumatic stress symptoms o f children exposed to 
wartime violence are frequently reported. Females generally report more stress, 
pessimism, fear, and anxiety than males (Klingman, 1992; Klingman et al., 1993; 
Schwarzwald et al., 1994; Zeidner, Klingman, & Itzkovitz, 1993). Other have found 
that boys commonly react with in aggression and hostility; girls react with anxiety 
(Fraser, 1973).
The literature on children o f war are comparable to those found in the general 
childhood PTSD literature and include: (1) younger children are typically more 
impacted by violence and recover more slowly than older children; (2) females 
typically report more severe symptoms of PTSD than males; (3) males report more 
aggression in response to violence; and (4) proximity is related to the development of 
PTSD. It is thus conceivable that the consequences o f exposure to chronic 
community violence would be similar. However, whether the traumatic impact o f 
exposure to missile attacks is synonymous with witnessing or being victimized by 
chronic community violence is not known. For example, the children assessed during 
the Gulf War had advance warning o f a missile launch, which eliminated the 
unpredictability o f the stressor, a  factor significantly associated with the development 
o f PTSD (Bat-Zion & Levy-Shiff 1993; Jones & Barlow, 1990; Klingman, Sagi, & 
Raviv, 1993; Schwarzwald et al., 1994; Van der Kolk, Boyd, Krystal, & Greenburg,
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1984). Therefore, the literature on children and war-related violence highlights 
potential areas o f investigation, yet yields few systematic conclusions that are readily 
applicable to research on the long-term consequences o f exposure to chronic 
community violence in youth.
Exposure to Chronic Community Violence
The available research on youth exposure to chronic community violence report 
both developmental and gender differences, and associated symptomatology 
associated with exposure, though results across studies. Contrary to the literature on 
war and family violence, most studies report no age differences in frequency of 
violence exposure (Cooley-Quille, Turner, & Beidel, 1995a; Fitzpatrick & Boldizar, 
1993; Richters & Martinez, 1993). Beil and Jenkins (1993) found no significant age 
differences in violence exposure in one study; older youth in a second study reported 
a higher frequency o f both violence victimization and perpetration. Younger children 
have also reported more victimization from peer physical aggression (Durant, 
Pendergrast, & Cadenhead, 1994; Schubiner, Scott, & Tzelepis, 1993).
Likewise, results o f gender difference in exposure to violence are mixed. The 
available studies report: (I) no gender differences in witnessing violence (Bell & 
Jenkins, 1993; Durant et al., 1994); (2) no gender differences in witnessing fights, 
although males report a  higher frequency of witnessing severe violence (Schubiner, 
Scott, and Tzelepis, 1993; Singer et al., 1995); and (3) that males witness more 
violence than females (Cooley-Quille et al., 1995a; Fitzpatrick & Boldizar, 1993;
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Richters & Martinez, 1993; Singer, Anglin, Song, & Lunghofer, 1995). In general, 
males are more often victims of community violence whereas females are more 
frequently a victim o f violence at home (Bell & Jenkins, 1993; Fitzpatrick & Boldizar, 
1993; Richters & Martinez, 1993; Singer et al., 1995).
Sheley, McGee, & Wright (1992) stated that factors most associated with 
victimization were (1) whether family members carried guns; (2) the extent to which 
students carried guns both at and away from school; (3) whether students used and 
sold drugs; and (4) whether students affiliated with others who carried guns to school. 
Bell and Jenkins (1993) noted that the strongest predictor o f witnessing, 
victimization, and perpetration of violence was weapon carrying. This suggests that 
violence exposure and violence perpetration may be closely linked, especially in males 
(Bell & Jenkins, 1993; Durant et al., 1994; Schubiner et al., 1993). For example, 
three variables account for 32% of the variation in violent behavior depression, male 
gender, and previous violence victimization (Durant et al., 1994). Both violence 
exposure and victimization are the strongest predictors o f frequency of individual and 
gang fighting (Durant et al., 1994; Schubiner et al., 1993). Home violence 
witnessing/victimization; witnessing shootings/stabbings; and witnessing physical 
aggression are also significant predictors o f anger (Singer et al., 1995).
As with other types o f trauma exposure, a  consequence o f chronic community 
violence exposure is the development o f posttraumatic stress symptoms. Greater 
exposure to community violence, either as a witness or a victim, is positively related
I
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to PTSD symptoms (Burton et al., 1994; Martinez & Richters, 1993; Osofsky et al., 
1993; Singer et al., 1995). Gender differences in the development o f PTSD after 
exposure to chronic community violence vary across studies.
Fitzpatrick and Boldizar (1993) found that the most significant predictors o f 
PTSD were female gender and violence victimization. Females report a higher 
frequency o f PTSD symptoms including anxiety, anger, depression, and dissociation, 
though some studies report gender differences in PTSD only for younger age groups 
(Martinez & Richters, 1993; Singer et al., 1995). One study found similar levels o f 
depression in males and females exposed to chronic community violence; other 
studies found that males reported more severe symptoms o f emotional distress than 
females (Fitzpatrick, 1993; Cooley-Quille et al., 1995b). hi fact, Cooley-Quille and 
colleagues (1995b) found a significant correlation between exposure to violence and 
measures o f emotional distress, but only for male participants.
Likewise, research on developmental differences in posttraumatic stress symptoms 
presentation are contradictory. Research indicates that younger children report more 
depression than older children after witnessing community violence.(Cooley-Quille et 
al., 1995b; Fitzpatrick, 1993; Fitzpatrick & Boldizar, 1993; Schubiner et al., 1993). 
Age differences in PTSD symptoms are reported only for exposure to specific types 
o f chronic violence. Richters & Martinez (1993) found that distress in younger 
children was significantly correlated with witnessing guns and drugs in the home, 
reflecting younger children’s increased social interaction at home compared to older
i
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children. Older children’s report o f distress symptoms and depression were 
significantly associated with witnessing someone carrying a weapon, drug deals, 
arrests, and family fighting, which parallels their increased social interaction outside 
the home (Richters & Martinez, 1993).
Unfortunately, there is a paucity o f research on the effects o f chronic community 
violence on children and adolescents. The literature is primarily descriptive and the 
few empirical studies available are likely hampered by the lack o f psychometrically 
sound instruments. Results vary across studies and may be attributed to 
nonstandardized instruments that fail to distinguish between different types of 
violence, violence severity, and the settings in which violence takes place.
Summary o f Child Violence Exposure and PTSD Literature 
PTSD is associated with exposure to violence across the domains reviewed (war, 
community, and family) although the constellation o f symptoms varies as a result of 
the measures used. Proximity is related to the development o f PTSD across all 
violence domains. Females exposed to violence typically report more severe PTSD 
symptoms than males; males report more aggression in response to violence.
Younger children exposed to violence are typically more affected and recover more 
slowly than older children, perhaps due to their less well-developed coping skills. 
Adolescents exposed to violence report fewer symptoms o f posttraumatic stress and 
more antisocial behaviors, which may reflect their increased autonomy and more 
frequent peer association (Schellenbach & Gueraey, 1987). Whether the reported age
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differences are measurement artifact or reflect true differences is not clear. It may be 
that child PTSD measures are less sensitive to symptoms common to adolescence.
Family functioning was consistently shown to  mediate the impact o f violence 
exposure. Family dysfunction exacerbates the impact o f other forms o f violence on 
children and adolescents, and creates further aggressive responses; family support 
buffers children against psychological or behavior problems. Finally, parents and 
children tend to exhibit similar posttraumatic stress symptoms. Thus, family factors 
may have important implications for the study o f children exposed to chronic 
community violence. Family functioning, parent violence exposure, and parent PTSD 
may confound the measured impact o f child violence exposure unless these variables 
are examined in conjunction with the actual exposure data.
Though the results o f research on community violence exposure in youth are less 
consistent than the data from other violence domains, tentative conclusions may be 
drawn. Level of violence exposure varies with age: older children are more likely to 
be both victims and witnesses of community violence than younger children. In 
contrast to most research on violence exposure in youth, development o f 
posttraumatic stress symptoms following chronic community violence does not vary 
with age. Gender differences in both community violence exposure and subsequent 
symptoms are mixed but suggest that males more frequently witness severe types o f 
community violence and females more frequently report posttraumatic stress 
symptoms. These observations are supported by data on boys’ higher rates o f both
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homicide victimization and perpetration o f violence, and by girls’ tendency to report 
more symptoms of psychological distress in general (Barrios & O’Dell, 1989; Ben- 
Zur & Zeidner, 1988; Elliot, Huizinga, & Menard, 1989; Fingerhut & Kleinman, 
1990).
In summary, both community violence and family violence are associated with the 
development of PTSD in youth. Community violence and family violence are also 
associated with increased aggression in victims, which may result in further violence 
against both individuals in the home and in the community. In contrast, adequate 
family functioning may protect children and adolescents against risk factors associated 
with both the development o f PTSD and the propensity to perpetrate further violence. 
An important relationship that has yet to be examined is the relationship between 
family factors, community violence, victimization from violence, and the perpetration 
of violence in youth. However, this study cannot be conducted without the 
development o f an adequate measure o f violence exposure. Considering the limited 
number o f studies generated thus far, and the questionable measurement o f chronic 
community violence exposure, this research is still in its infancy. The available 
measures of exposure to community violence will be reviewed in the following 
section.
Review o f Instruments Measuring Violence Exposure
Instruments measuring violence exposure lack rigorous scale development and 
report few psychometric qualities. For example, the most widely used instrument,
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the Survey o f Exposure to Community Violence - Self Report Version (SECV-SRV), 
has not been empirically developed (Richters & Saltzman, 1990). The SECV-SRV is 
a true-false measure designed to query fifth and sixth graders about various types o f 
violence in their community. Although the SECV-SRV consists o f 51 items, only 17 
variations in item content are offered. The 17 items are reworded to determine 
whether the child has witnessed, been victimized by, or heard o f specific violent 
events (E.g. “I have been chased by gangs or older kids”, “I have seen someone 
chased by gangs or older kids”, and “I know someone who has been chased by gangs 
or older kids”)- Each item triplet is presented sequentially, which may increase both 
the development o f a response set and misreading o f items. Items fail to distinguish 
family from community violence exposure (Osofsky, et al., 1993). An inadequate 
internal consistency of .55 was reported. In addition, the SECV-SRV has neither 
been normed nor examined for test- retest reliability and validity. Thus its use in 
research is questionable. In fact, the authors expressed dismay that the SECV-SRV, 
an instrument that was rationally derived for research purposes, is becoming a 
cornerstone in the youth and community violence literature (Richters, 1995).
Similarly, the Exposure to Violence Questionnaire (EVQ) was rationally derived 
for use on a sample of youth ages 11-24 years because no adequate measure was 
available (Gladstein, Rusonis, & Heald, 1992). The EVQ is a 28-item “yes/no” scale 
with 11 variations in item content that measures witnessing, victimization, and hearing 
o f violence events. Unfortunately, no psychometric data were presented on the EVQ.
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The Children’s Report o f Exposure to Violence (CREV) represents an attempt to 
empirically develop a measure o f violence exposure (Cooley-Quille, Turner, & Beidel, 
1995a). The CREV was developed on a sample o f children ages 9 to 15 (n =  228) 
from urban and rural Charleston, South Carolina (Cooley-Quille et al., 1995a). The 
CREV is a 29-item Likert scale (0 = "No, never”, 1 = “One time” 2 =  "A  few times”, 
3 = “Many times’, 4 = “Every day”) designed to measure violence through four 
modes: (1) “Media” - television or film exposure; (2) “Reported” - other individuals’ 
report o f violence occurrence; (3) “Witnessed” - violence directly witnessed; and (4) 
“Victim” - violence directly experienced. Victims of violence are further defined 
according to familiarity: "stranger”, “familiar people”, and "self’. Five variations in 
item content are presented (“beaten up”, “chased/threatened”, "robbed/mugged”, 
“shot/stabbed”, and ’Trilled”). “Witnessed” items were reworded to reflect both 
familiarity o f the victim and each mode o f violence exposure. Items were presented 
sequentially and thus, the CREV may cause similar misinterpretation problems as the 
SECV-SRV (Richters & Saltzman, 1990). Principle component analysis o f the 
CREV failed to distinguish between different modes o f violence.
Cooley-Quille and colleagues (1995a) reported a test-retest reliability o f .75 and 
internal consistency o f .78. However, several problem were evident. First, the term 
“familiar people” was too broadly defined. The severity o f violence exposure is likely 
to vary across individuals known to the child (e.g. parent, sibling, other relative, 
neighbor, peer, teacher). Second, only five variations in item content were presented
I
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in the CREV. Third, no objective data on levels o f community violence were 
presented;. According to the authors, the CREV was not developed on a sample that 
experienced high rates o f violence victimization (Cooley-Quille, et al., 1995a). Thus, 
it is likely that the CREV M ed  to sample the full spectrum o f violence exposure in 
children. Finally, no validity data were reported.
An improved attempt at developing a  psychometrically sound instrument o f 
exposure to community violence was provided by Singer, Anglin, Song, and 
Lunghofer (1995). The authors developed two measures o f violence exposure: the 
Recent Exposure to Physical Violence (REPV) and the Past Exposure to Physical 
Violence (PEPV) on a sample o f adolescents (n = 3755). The REPV is a 22-item, 
six-point Likert scale (0 = “Never” to 5 = “ Almost every day”) that measures five 
specific acts o f violence that occurred in the past year threats; slapping, hitting, or 
punching; beatings; knife attacks; and shootings. For the first three types o f violence, 
separate items were designed to determine whether the violence occurred at school, in 
the neighborhood, o r at home. The PEPV IS a 10-item, four-point Likert scale (0 = 
“Never”, 3 -  “Very often”) used to assess specific acts o f violence the adolescents 
had experienced or witnessed during their lifetime, not including the past year. The 
PEPV employed the same violence categories as the REPV, although settings (home, 
school, neighborhood) were excluded.
Principal components analysis o f the REPV revealed five factors: (1) Witnessed in 
neighborhood (3 items); (2) Victimized or witnessed at home (6 items); (3) Witnessed
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
I 25
at school (3 hems); (4) Shooting/knife attack (4 items); and (5) victimized at school 
or in neighborhood (6 hems). Although the authors M ed to comment, these factors 
suggest that setting may be significant to measurement o f violence exposure.
The PEPV factor analysis extracted three components: (1) Witnessed (3 hems); 
(2) Shooting/knife attack (4 hems); and (3) Victimized (3 hems). Internal consistency 
was acceptable for all factors, with Cronbach’s alpha ranging from .66 to .87. The 
authors reported that the REPV and PEPV variables explained a significant portion of 
the variance (R-snuared = .29) in trauma symptoms.
The REPV and the PEPV are an improvement over previous measures of 
exposure to violence in that acceptable psychometric qualities were reported. The 
authors sampled a representative adolescent population that included schools from 
urban, low socioeconomic status areas, blue collar neighborhoods, and upper-middle- 
class suburbia. The measures also distinguished past from recent violent acts, though, 
familiarity with the victim o f violence was not determined. Furthermore, the hems 
were generated by the authors. Only five different types o f violent events were 
provided as hem choices, which may limit the spectrum o f violence measured by the 
REPV and the PEPV.
The instruments developed thus far are o f questionable use in measuring both the 
range and severity o f violence exposure in adolescents. Items from all available 
measures have been rationally derived, rather than compiled from reports o f youth 
experiencing high levels o f community violence. Thus, item content o f these
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instruments may not comprise the full spectrum o f exposure to violence in the 
individuals they are designed to assess. Finally, the reviewed measures fail to provide 
an index o f severity, a criterion associated with the development o f PTSD (APA, 
1994).
Thus, it is evident that a reliable and valid measure o f exposure to violence would 
be advantageous for both research and clinical use. Clinicians could then adequately 
screen clients for factors related to violence exposure that may either interfere with 
treatment or account for presenting somatic or psychological distress, or both. 
Investigators could draw firm conclusions from the research and could generalize 
results across studies. Information could be provided to schools and communities on 
variables that serve to moderate and mediate the effects o f violence in children and 
adolescents. Research could highlight neighborhoods and schools within high risk 
areas that report low rates of violence exposure so that factors serving to prevent 
violence could be identified. In addition, longitudinal studies o f schools and 
communities could be implemented to allow researchers to assess changes in violence 
exposure across time, and thus measure the effectiveness o f violence prevention 
programs. The purpose of the current study was to construct such a measure. A 
pilot was designed to address the issue raised with previous instruments over their 
failure to generate items based on individual report o f violence.
1
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Pilot Study
The Screen for Adolescent Violence Exposure (SAVE) was designed with two 
goals in mind. First, the SAVE should function as a screening measure for violence 
exposure in youth. Ideally, a  clinician should be able to pinpoint sources o f traumatic 
stress that impact the client by identifying types of violent events, and the primary 
settings in which violence occurs. Second, frequency, impact, and severity ratings o f 
violence exposure should be provided to aid in further research on the development o f 
PTSD following exposure to violence. A pilot study was first conducted in order to 
span the full spectrum o f adolescent exposure to community violence.
The goal o f the pilot study was to survey adults and adolescents exposed to high 
levels o f violence in order to provide information for an exhaustive set o f items. A 
semi-structured interview was used to question participants on various types o f 
violence exposure (see Appendix A). Participants were asked to explain where the 
violence occurred, to identify the victim and perpetrator, to report on the frequency 
o f the event, and to provide a reason (if any) for the violent act. In addition, 
participants were asked to  report on emotional and behavioral responses that were 
evoked during and after these events. Each individual interview lasted from 20 to 30 
minutes.
The following sources were utilized for participant recruitment: (1) adolescent 
clients and their parents from both Pediatric Psychological Services at Earl K. Long 
Memorial Hospital and at Greenwell Springs Hospital; (2) adolescent clients and
J
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middle and high school students, principals, and teachers from the East Baton Rouge 
Parish public schools; (4) high school students from Northdale Academy, an 
alternative school for youth who have been either expelled from or have dropped out 
o f public schools; (5) police officers from the Crime Analysis Unit, the School Drug 
Task Force Program, and Operation Take-Down, a zealous nighttime operation 
designed to remove drug dealers and users from high-crime neighborhoods (this 
included riding with the officers for one shift); and (6) the Baton Rouge Mayor’s 
Committee on Fear and Violence. In addition, a focus group consisting of social 
workers from I-CARE, a school-based counseling program, was assembled to aid in 
item generation. I-CARE conducts a peer-heiper program and offers individual and 
group counseling on drug abuse and anger management for elementary through high 
school students. Examples o f interviews are presented in Appendix B.
Forty adolescents in grades 6 through 12, ranging from age 11 to 18 (X = 13.65) 
were individually interviewed. The sample was 75% African-American (n = 30) and 
25% Caucasian (n = 10). In addition, I-CARE social workers led youth groups in 
discussions on personal experiences o f violence. The author observed and transcribed 
adolescent responses during the discussion. Students involved in the group 
discussions (n = 29) ranged in age from 11 to 18 (X = 13.07) and were 86% African- 
American (n = 25) and 14% Caucasian (n = 4). Thirty-three adults were interviewed,
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including IS parents, 5 police officers, 7 social workers, 2 school-based health clinic 
personnel, 2 principals, and 2 teachers (N = 102).
Three major categories o f violence exposure emerged from the interviews: 
witnessing violence, being a victim o f violence, and hearing about violence. Violence 
settings most frequently mentioned were school, near school (e.g. someone waiting 
for their intended victim to leave the school grounds, on a school bus), the 
participant's neighborhood, other neighborhoods, and public settings such as a 
shopping mall or a movie theater. To simplify the measure, the three most frequently 
mentioned settings were used, namely the adolescent’s school, home, and 
neighborhood.
Participant responses were used to generate 196 initial items reflecting violent 
events experienced by adolescents in high-crime communities. Items were grouped 
rationally into content areas in order to eliminate highly idiosyncratic and redundant 
items. A representative item was selected or written to reflect the comem o f similar 
items. Items were written using the five guidelines outlined by Spector (1992).
Preliminary items were reviewed by three psychology graduate students. Items 
with ambiguous content or grammatical errors were identified and rewritten. A 
consensus was reached on items to be retained according to their simplicity and clarity 
o f meaning.
Additional items were generated by a focus group, consisting o f six I-CARE 
social workers and the author. Participants were presented with items generated thus
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far and were asked to generate additional items based on their counseling experiences 
with adolescents. The focus group and the author reviewed all available items for 
readability and appropriateness. The session lasted 2 hours and resulted in the 
generation o f 15 additional items. The format o f the focus group followed the 
guidelines suggested by Green & Kreuter (1991).
The initial version o f the SAVE was defined as an 81-item five-point Likert scale 
that prompts the participant to rate both frequency and impact of an item. Frequency 
response choices included 1 = “Never”, 2 = “Hardly ever”, 3 = “Sometimes”, 4 = “A 
lot ” 5 = “Almost always.” Impact response choices were 1 = "Not at all”,
2= “Hardly at all”, 3 = “Some”, 4 = “A lot, 5 = “Very, very much”. Participants are 
also asked to indicate the setting in which the violence took place. The initial version 
o f the SAVE is presented in Appendix C.
Summary and Purpose 
In summary, the literature reveals a paucity o f psychometrically sound instruments 
for assessing children’s violence exposure. The consequence of this inexact 
measurement is a body o f research that lacks consistency and integration. Therefore, 
the SAVE was designed to offer a socially valid and clinically sensitive measure to 
address previous deficiencies. The pilot study accomplished the preliminary task 
necessary for empirical scale development by generating items based on individual 
experiences o f exposure to community violence. Items generated from these
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interviews reflected three major categories o f violence exposure (victim, witness, and 
vicarious) across three primary settings (school, home, and neighborhood).
The purpose o f the current study was to evaluate the psychometric properties o f 
the SAVE. The goal was to obtain an objective measure o f setting events, types o f 
violence exposure, and frequency, severity, and impact o f violence. These variables 
were evaluated for reliability, validity, and their association with behavior problems in 
adolescents The study consisted o f two phases. First, the instrument was 
administered to a large sample o f adolescents in order to eliminate uncorrelated items 
and to explore both the reliability and initial factor structure. Items were retained 
based on five criteria that will be discussed below.
Second, a new sample o f adolescents completed the revised version of the 
measure to both provide validity and confirm the factors derived in the first study. 
Convergent validity was established by correlating the SAVE with both objective 
crime data and reports o f family violence. Discriminant functions examined the scale's 
utility in classifying high and low violence groups. Based on the violence exposure 
literature, initial construct validity was established by correlating the SAVE with 
measures o f posttraumatic stress symptoms, family conflict, anger, externalizing 
problems, and internalizing problems. It was hypothesized that these measures would 
correlate highly with the SAVE’s frequency scales.
Further validity was provided by examining whether the scale would yield 
expected empirical results in a representative application. For this purpose,
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adolescents were grouped by high and low frequency of violence exposure and 
compared on self-report o f symptoms. It was hypothesized that adolescents with high 
violence exposure would obtain higher scores on anger, posttraumatic stress 
symptoms, externalizing problems, and internalizing problems than other adolescents.
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1STUDY 1: INITIAL SCALE DEVELOPMENT
The purpose of the first study was to eliminate uncorrelated items, provide 
evidence o f internal consistency, and examine the scale for factor structure.
Method
Participants.
The sample was primarily African-American adolescents (94.2%) ages II to 19 
years (X = 14.84, §D = 1.86) attending either a public middle (n = 421) or high 
school (n = 615) in documented high-crime neighborhoods of Baton Rouge, 
Louisiana. According to data provided by the Baton Rouge Police Department 
(1995), the following statistics were recorded on the highest risk neighborhood for 
adolescents included in the study: 30 murders or attempted murders, 143 incidents of 
aggravated assault and battery (including drive-by shootings), 155 drug-related 
arrests, 413 reports of disorderly conduct, 123 reports o f domestic violence, and a 
grand total o f4521 reported crimes. The sample size (N = 1036) was greater than the 
minimum ratio o f five participants per item recommended for scale development, and 
was comprised of 441 boys and 595 girls in grade 6 through 12 (Gorsuch, 1983). 
According to Hollingshead's (1975) classification, participants were from I (57.5%),
H (17.9%), m  (10.2%), IV (4.8%), and V (0.6%) socioeconomic classes The 
demographic characteristics o f the sample are summarized in Table 1.
Measure.
The initial version o f the Screen for Adolescent Violence Exposure (SAVE), as 
defined in the pilot study, consisted o f 81 items that probe for both frequency and
33
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Demographic Characteristics o f Scale Development Sample
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School
Middle School Hi oh School Total
(n = 421) (n =  615) (n =1036)
Sex
Male 194 247 441
Female 227 368 595
Race
Caucasian 12 20 32
African American 394 582 976
Hispanic 4 1 4
Asian 6 4 8
Other 1 5 11
Grade
6 153 — 153
7 113 — 113
8 156 — 156
9 — 210 210
10 — 190 190
11 — 128 128
12 — 86 86
Age
Mean 13.14 16.01 14.84
Standard Deviation 1.16 1.24 1.86
(table con’d)
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School
Middle School High School Total
(n = 421) (n = 6l5) (n = 1036)
Parents
Both parents 134 197 331
Mother only 158 241 399
Father only 8 23 31
Mother and stepfather 84 89 173
Father and stepmother 6 11 17
Grandparent 20 21 41
Other relative 9 24 33
Other 1 7 8
SES
I 217 251 468
n 74 52 126
r a 29 37 66
IV 21 13 34
V 1 9 10
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impact o f various violent events across three settings (School, Home, and 
Neighborhood).
Procedure.
Adolescents were recruited voluntarily from their respective middle or high 
school. After obtaining informed consent from both the adolescent and a  parent or 
guardian (Appendix D), the SAVE and a demographic sheet were administered to 
classes o f students. Participants were informed that the researchers were interested in 
obtaining anonymous information about the frequency and impact o f violent events in 
their neighborhood, school, and home. Participants were instructed to rate both the 
frequency of experienced violent events for the past year and the degree to which 
each event was upsetting. The adolescents were debriefed and provided a telephone 
number to contact the researcher if either they or their parents had concerns about the 
project.
Results
The setting scales were treated as three separate measures and were individually 
analyzed. Items for each scale were retained based on the following criteria: (1) a 
frequency scale mean o f at least .20 (i.e. at least 20% o f the sample indicated the 
event as having occurred); (2) an item-total coefficient o f at least .30 on the frequency 
scale; (3) low inter-item correlation; (4) significant ability (j> < .05) o f an item to 
distinguish high from low violence exposure groups; and (5) results o f factor loadings 
as calculated by principal component analysis (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994; Spector,
1992). Principal component analyses both examined the factor structure and provided
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a rationale for subscale scores, though items were not eliminated solely on the basis of 
M ing to load on a factor (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). Impact scale item means 
were evaluated in a secondary manner due to the typical underreport o f impact 
observed in individuals exposed to chronic trauma (APA, 1995; Klingman et al.,
1993). No outliers were found in the data according to Cook’s distance (X = .001,
SD = .002), an indicator o f the influence of each case on both the total variance and 
the individual regression coefficients (1977).
Item Means.
Mean frequency and impact scores were determined for each o f the 81 items 
comprising the SAVE. Item means were obtained for the total sample and also 
separately by gender and school groups, and are provided in Appendix F. Seven 
SAVE items were endorsed by less than 20% o f the sample and were thus considered 
for elimination (see Appendix G). Thirty of 44 items varied significantly across 
setting ( p < .01), suggesting the utility of the School, Home, and Neighborhood 
scales.
Item-Total Correlations.
Corrected item-total correlations were calculated on both frequency and impact 
scores for each item. Item-total correlations for the frequency scale (see Appendix H) 
ranged from .09 to .57 (mean r = .40, SD = .11), with 27 hems considered for 
elimination due to low hem-total correlations (r < .30). The mean intercorrelation 
among hems on the SAVE frequency scale was .24 and ranged from -.02 to .65.
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Items with high-intercorrelations were examined for similarity and the more general 
frequency item was retained. Item-total correlations for the impact scale ranged from 
-.07 to .60 with mean r = .42 (SD = .15). The mean intercorrelation among impact 
items on the SAVE was .17 and ranged from .08 to .57. Items considered for 
elimination are presented in Appendix G.
Discrimination o f  Upper and Lower Ouartile Scorers.
Nunnally and Bernstein (1994) propose that a  goal o f test construction should be 
to effectively discriminate individuals from one another at a particular point on the 
distribution of scores. Based on the authors' suggested guidelines for distinguishing 
high from low scorers on a measure, SAVE items were examined as follows: (1) 
Participants were split into high and low violence exposure groups (214 participants 
in each group), a 1 was assigned to participants in the upper quartile and a 0 to 
participants in the lower quartile; (2) correlations were computed between test items 
and the previously defined groups; (3) items were considered as discriminating based 
on their correlation coefficient. The lower quartile's total score was less than 57; the 
upper quartile's total score was 133 or higher (X = 91.87, SD = 60.69). A phi 
coefficient o f greater than .30 (p < .001) was used as a cutoff for item selection (see 
Appendix I). Based on this criteria, 34 items were considered for elimination (see 
Appendix G).
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Principal component analysis (PCAT
Three separate PC As with a varimax rotation examined the factor structure o f 
each SAVE Frequency scale by setting (School, Home, Neighborhood) to provide 
evidence o f replicability o f the factor structure. Eigenvalues greater than 1.0 were 
considered as factors and simple structure criteria was used to determine item loading 
(Spector, 1992). Simple structure criteria eliminates ambiguous items that load on 
more than one factor so that the remaining factors are nonoverlapping and considered 
the best possible fit to the data set. Specifically, factors are composed o f items that 
load above .30 on one factor and load below .30 on all other factors (Spector, 1992).
Three variable clusters were extracted consistently from each SAVE scale, with 
variance accounted for ranging from 51.2% (School Scale) to 57.9% (Neighborhood 
Scale). The items constituting the clusters for the scale are outlined in Appendix J, 
and comprised severity factors relating to: (1) Traumatic Violence - victimization by 
assault with a deadly weapon or witness o f assault or murder with a  deadly weapon 
(12 items); (2) Indirect Violence - witness o f less severe interpersonal violence or 
hearing o f interpersonal violence (14 items); and (3) Interpersonal Aggression - 
hitting, threatened harm, or screaming directed at the participant (6 items). Most 
items consistently loaded on similar factors across setting scales, though the factor 
loadings varied. Items that both failed to  replicate across settings and failed to meet 
simple structure criteria were considered for elimination (see Appendix G).
I
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PC As similarly examined the factor structure of the SAVE Impact scales. The 
first component comprised the largest number o f items and explained 17.3% o f the 
variance. However, the remaining items were basically scree and failed to load on 
meaningful, interpretable factors.
In summary, 39 items were eliminated from the original pool o f SAVE items, 
based on the above four criteria. Items retained for the revised version o f the SAVE 
obtained acceptable item means and item-total correlations, adequately distinguished 
high from low scorers on violence exposure, and loaded on theoretically meaningful 
factors. Five setting-nonspecific items that failed to load on a factor but that obtained 
promising psychometric properties were retained for further research on their utility 
as possible critical items. As shown in  Table 2, a 32-item SAVE was established for 
three setting scales (School, Home, and Neighborhood) with three subscales each: 
Traumatic Violence, Indirect Violence, and Interpersonal Aggression.
Reliability.
Cronbach’s alpha were calculated to determine the internal consistency o f the 
SAVE frequency and impact scores. Coefficient alphas for each setting scale ranged 
from .90 to .94 for both frequency and impact; subscale alphas ranged from .58 for 
School Interpersonal Aggression to .91 for Neighborhood Indirect Violence (see 
Table 3).
The intercorrelations among SAVE subscales are depicted in Table 4. 
Intercorrelations between total setting scores ranged from.58 to .71; intercorrelations
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Table 2
SAVE Items - Final Version
Traumatic Violence
2. Someone has pulled a gun on me.
10.1 have seen someone get killed.
13. Someone has pulled a knife on me.
14.1 have had shots fired at me.
16.1 have seen someone get shot.
17.1 have been shot.
19.1 have seen someone pull a gun on someone else.
2 4 .1 have seen someone pull a knife on someone else.
25 .1 have been badly hurt.
2 6 .1 have seen someone get attacked with a knife.
2 8 .1 have been attacked wife a knife.
29 .1 have seen someone get badly hurt.
Indirect Violence
1. I have seen someone carry a gun.
5. I have seen the police arrest someone.
9. I have seen a kid hit a grownup.
11.1 have seen a grownup hit a kid.
12.1 have heard about someone getting shot.
15.1 have seen someone carry a knife.
18.1 have seen people scream at each other.
2 0 .1 have seen someone get beat up.
2 1 .1 have heard about someone getting killed.
2 2 .1 have heard about someone getting attacked wife a knife.
23 .1 have heard about someone getting beat up.
2 7 .1 hear gunshots.
30 .1 run for cover when people start shooting.
3 2 .1 have heard of someone carrying a gun.
Interpersonal Aggression
3. Grownups beat me up.
4. Someone my age threatens to beat me up.
6. Grownups hit me.
7. Grownups threaten to beat me up.
8. Someone my age hits me.
31. Grownups scream at me.
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Table 3
Reliability Estimates for SAVE Scales and Subscales
Internal Consistency - Scale Development Sample
Subscale Frequency Alpha Impact Alpha
Total School Violence .90 .91
Traumatic Violence .78 .78
Indirect Violence .84 .87
Interpersonal Aggression .58 .53
Total Home Violence .93 .92
Traumatic Violence .84 .81
Indirect Violence .89 .88
Interpersonal Aggression .68 .60
Total Neighborhood Violence .94 .92
Traumatic Violence .85 .82
Indirect Violence .91 .91
Interpersonal Aggression .61 .61
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Table 4
SAVE Subscale Intercorrelations
Frequency Subscales
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1. S Total — .73 .94 .74 .71 .57 .68 .55 .65 .51 .61 .56
2. S Trauma —  .56 .37 .57 .69 ,50 .29 .46 .52 .36 .27
3. S Indirect — .62 .64 .46 .64 .47 .61 .45 .63 .50
4. S Aggression — .48 .33 .42 .58 .45 .28 .43 .63
3. H Total .83 .97 .73 .58 .45 .55 .67
6. H Trauma — .72 .42 .49 .42 .42 .58
7. H Indirect — .66 .54 .42 .55 .58
8. H Aggression — .38 .19 .39 .93
9. N Total — .86 .95 .49
10. N Trauma — .70 .26
11. N Indirect — .50
12. N Aggression
Note: S = School, H = Home, N = Neighborhood; Total 8 Total Scale Score; Trauma 8 Traumatic Violence Subscale; 
Indirect8 Indirect Violence Subscale; Aggression = Interpersonal Aggression Subscalc.
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between subscales ranged from. 19 to .93. High intercorrelations were revealed 
between setting scales and their corresponding impact scale (j> < .001).
Thus, SAVE reliability analyses indicate that the measure is internally consistent 
for both Frequency and Impact scales and subscales. Alpha coefficients for the 
Interpersonal Aggression subscales were less impressive, though this is partially 
explained by the low number o f hems comprising these subscales (Pedhazur & 
Schmelkin, 1991).
Demographic Differences on SAVE Scale Scores.
Appendix K presents preliminary normative data on the SAVE for youth in high- 
risk settings according to grade, gender, SES, and family composition. Wilks’ lambda 
was used as an indicator of significance in all multivariate analyses; the Bonferroni 
correction was used to  control for family-wise error rate for all univariate analyses. 
Statistical tests associated with the .005 levels (Bonferroni = .05/10) were considered 
significant.
SAVE scores were examined for grade and gender differences. Grade and gender 
differences in violence exposure are common, thus their effects were considered 
separately and before that o f other demographic variables (Bell & Jenkins, 1993; 
Durant, Pendergrast, & Cadenhead, 1994; Richters & Martinez, 1993; Singer, Anglin, 
Song, & Lunghofer, 1995). Differences were analyzed for both total SAVE setting 
scores and for severity subscale scores within each setting.
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Two-way Grade (7) X Gender (2) MANOVAs were performed on total SAVE 
School, Home, and Neighborhood scores as well as their subscales (Traumatic 
Violence, Indirect Violence, and Interpersonal Aggression) to assess variations in 
violence exposure across settings. Observed power at the .05 level was .97. 
Significant findings are summarized below; main and interaction effects not mentioned 
were not significant.
The analyses yielded significant main effects for both Grade, F(6,956) = 5.33, g 
<.0001, and Gender, F (l, 956) ~ 6.43, g  <0001. Boys reported higher total 
Neighborhood Violence (F (l, 956) = 5.27, g  < .001), Neighborhood Traumatic 
Violence (F(1,956) = 10.74, g  < .0001), and School Traumatic Violence (F(1,956) = 
6.19, g  < .0001), whereas girls reported higher Home Interpersonal Aggression (F(l, 
956) = 5.89, g <  .001).
Univariate F tests indicated that Grade effects were attributable to differences in 
total School Violence (F(6,956) = 5.33, g < .001), and School Indirect Violence 
(F(6,956) = 6.69, g < .0001). Sixth, 7th, and 8th graders reported significantly less 
total school violence than did ninth through twelfth graders. Similarly, 10th and 12th 
graders reported more School Indirect Violence than 8th, 9th, and 11th graders, who 
in turn reported more School Indirect Violence than 6th and 7th graders.
SES and family composition means were also analyzed for significant differences. 
Small n categories for both family (dad only, dad and stepmother, grandparent, other 
relative, and other) and SES levels (HI, IV, and V) were collapsed into the single
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category “other” to create more equal cell sizes. All one-way MANOVAs for both 
SES QF (2,752) =  0.49, p  < .82) and Family (F (3,842 = 1.09, p  < .37) were not 
significant. Race effects were not examined due low the low number o f participants 
in non-African-American categories.
In summary, demographic differences on the SAVE subscales were that: (1) boys 
reported higher total Neighborhood Violence, and Traumatic Violence both in the 
neighborhood and at school, though boys and girls reported similar experiences of 
Traumatic Violence at home; (2) girls reported higher Interpersonal Aggression at 
home; (3) older adolescents reported high levels o f school violence than younger 
adolescents, though reports o f Home and Neighborhood Violence were similar. The 
SAVE failed to yield SES or race differences, though the skewed sample most likely 
obscured meaningful interpretation on these variables.
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ISTUDY 2: VALIDATION 
The purpose o f the second study was to  reassess the psychometric characteristics 
o f the SAVE, to calculate test-retest reliability, and to offer initial validity. 
Confirmatory factor analysis was utilized to  corroborate the initial factor structure o f 
the SAVE scales. Validity was provided by: (1) correlating SAVE data with 
objective crime data provided by the Baton Rouge Police Department; (2) 
classification o f participants in high and low crime settings according to the 
corresponding SAVE setting scale; (3) correlating Home violence scores with a 
measure o f family conflict; and (4) correlating violence subscales with theoretically 
meaningful constructs o f behavior problems. Further validity was provided by 
examining whether the scale would yield expected empirical results in a representative 
application.
Method
Participants.
A new sample o f 214 adolescents ages 13 to 18 years M = 14.62, SD = 0.90), 
with demographics characteristics similar to those in first phase, served as participants 
in validity studies (see Table 5). A subsample o f 87 students (40 boys, 47 girls) ages 
14 to 16 participated in the test-retest study and are also presented in Table 5. The 
sample size for both studies were greater than the recommended numbers suggested 
for adequate power (power > .80) for both Pearson r  correlations and ANOVAs 
(Kraemer & Thiemann, 1987). Additionally, the sample was greater than the
47
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Table 5
Demographic Characteristics o f Study 2
Validity Samole Retest Samplei 
i
sP1 o' 0 n %
(n =  214) (n = 87)
Sex
Male 113 52.8 40 46.0
Female 101 47.2 47 54.0
Race
Caucasian 28 13.1 0 0.0
African American 183 85.5 86 99.9
Hispanic 2 0.9 0 0.0
Asian 0 0.0 1 0.1
Other 0 0.0 0 0.0
Grade
6 1 0.5 0 0
7 2 0.9 0 0
8 12 5.6 0 0
9 179 83.6 87 100
10 14 6.5 0 0
11 4 1.9 0 0
12 1 0.5 0 0
Aee
Mean
Standard Deviation
14.62
0.90
15.01
1.11
(table con’d)
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Validity Samnle Retest Sample
n % n %
(n = 214) (n = 87)
Parents
Both parents 62 30.0 26 30.0
Mother only 90 42.1 36 41.4
Father only 8 3.7 3 3.4
Mother and stepfather 39 18.2 15 17.2
Father and stepmother 2 0.9 1 1.1
Grandparent 10 4.7 4 4.6
Other relative 3 1.4 2 2.3
Other 0 0.0 0 0.0
SES
I 102 47.7 53 60.9
n 75 35.1 20 30.0
HI 24 11.2 10 8.7
IV 8 3.7 4 4.6
V 5 2.3 I 1.1
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recommended number for conducting meaningful confirmatory factor analysis 
(Pedhazer & Schmelkin, 1991).
Measures.
Instruments used in the validation study were the SAVE, the Conflict Tactics 
Scales (CTS; Straus, 1979), the Impact o f Event Scale (IES; Horowitz, Wilner, & 
Alvarez, 1979), the Trauma Symptoms Checklist for Children (TSC-C; Briere, 1989), 
and the Youth Self-Report (YSR; Achenbach, 1991).
Screen for Adolescent Violence Exposure. The SAVE is a 32-item scale assessing 
violence exposure across three settings: School, Home, and Neighborhood. In 
addition, three subscale scores (Traumatic Violence, Indirect Violence, and 
Interpersonal Aggression) are provided for each setting. Five critical items that are 
setting nonspecific were retained for research purposes but are not scored. A five- 
point Likert format is utilized for both the frequency (0 = “Never” to 4 = “Almost 
always”) and the impact (0 =  “Not at all” to 4 = “Very, very much”) scales. Scores 
can range from 0 to 160, with higher scores reflecting greater violence exposure. The 
scale can be completed in 10 to 20 minutes, depending on the reading level of the 
participant. The SAVE is presented in Table 2.
Conflict Tactics Scales. The CTS (Straus, 1979) were designed to measure three 
dimensions o f family conflict resolution: (1) Reasoning - the use o f rational discussion 
and debate; (2) Verbal Aggression - verbal and nonverbal acts that symbolically 
threaten or harm another, and (3) Violence - physical force that actually threatens or
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harms another. The 18 items on the CTS are rated on a 1 (never) to 6 (more than 
once a month) Likert-type scale and represent how frequently that item was used as a 
conflict tactic during the preceding year. Internal consistency for the scale has ranged 
from 0.79 to 0.94 (Straus, 1979). Good construct and concurrent validity have been 
reported and the factor structure replicated (Boone & Flint, 1988; Kashani, Deuser, & 
Reid, 1990; Straus, 1979). Three versions o f the CTS are available: an adolescent 
self-report, an adolescent report on mother, and an adolescent report on father. The 
adolescent self-report and adolescent report o f female guardian were used in the 
current study since most adolescents lived with a female head o f household.
Impact o f Event Scale. The IES (Horowitz, Wilner, & Alvarez, 1979) is a 15- 
item 4-point Likert scale (0 = “Not at all”, 4 = “Often”) self-report measure of 
subjective stress associated with a traumatic life event. The IES has high test-retest 
reliability (r = 0.89), and high internal consistency on the subscales o f Intrusion (r = 
0.78) and Avoidance (r =  0.82). The IES has demonstrated both discriminant validity 
and sensitivity to treatment (Horowitz et al., 1979). The IES scores o f traumatized 
adolescents and adults are comparable (Malquist, 1986; Yule & Williams, 1990).
Trauma Symptoms Checklist for Children. The TSC-C is designed to assess 
trauma-related psychological symptoms (Briere, 1989). The 54-item instrument 
consists of six subscales measuring constructs associated with the development of 
PTSD: Anxiety, Depression, Post-Traumatic Stress, Sexual Concerns, Dissociation, 
and Anger. Internal consistency for each subscale ranges from .85 (Post-Traumatic
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Stress) to .89 (Dissociation), except for Sexual Concerns (.76). Acceptable 
convergent validity has been determined and the TSC-C has demonstrated sensitivity 
to treatment changes (Elliott & Briere, 1991; Langtree, Briere, & de Jonge, 1993). 
Although specifically designed to assess trauma symptoms resulting from sexual 
abuse, construct validity has been demonstrated for trauma symptoms associated with 
other types o f violence exposure in children (Singer et al., 1995; Smith, Swenson, & 
Saunders, 1994).
Youth Self Report. The 118-item YSR is a 3-point Likert scale (0 = "Not true”,
I = "Somewhat true”, 2 = “Very True”) and was designed to compliment the Child 
Behavior Checklist, a parent-report o f child behavior problems (Achenbach, 1991; 
Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1983). The YSR has been normed on children ages 11-18 
years and offers extensive reliability and validity (for review see McConaughy, 1993). 
Subscales available for the YSR are: Withdrawn, Somatic Complaints, 
Anxious/Depressed, Social Problems, Thought Problems, Attention Problems, 
Delinquent Behavior, and Aggressive Behavior.
Procedure.
Adolescents were recruited from both LS YOU, an educational program for 
disadvantaged youth at risk for academic failure, and a high-risk public high school 
(Baton Rouge Police Department, 1995). Informed consent was obtained as in the 
first study from both the adolescent and a parent. Participants completed a 
demographic sheet, the SAVE, and the four validation measures. Instructions and
ir
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debriefing information used for the validation sample were similar to that o f the scale 
development sample.
Results
Reliability.
Alpha coefficients were calculated to reaffirm SAVE internal consistency. Alphas 
ranged from .65 to .95 and are displayed in Table 6. Overall, the alpha coefficients 
demonstrate that the scales are internally consistent. A two-week test-retest reliability 
study was conducted on a subsample o f adolescents (n = 87). As shown in Table 6, 
excellent test-retest coefficients were obtained for the frequency subscales, ranging 
from .85 to 94 (Kraemer & Thiemann, 1987).
Temporal reliability estimates for impact subscales were less stable, ranging from 
.12 to .51. Based on this result and coupled with previous analyses, SAVE Impact 
scales were eliminated from the measure. In addition to temporal unreliability, the 
SAVE Impact scales failed to yield meaningful factors and were highly correlated 
with their corresponding frequency subscale scores (r = .85 to 94).
Confirmatory factor analysis (CFAt
CFA examines a specified model for goodness o f fit to the sample data (Bollen,
1989). In the current study, CFA tested the hypothesis that exposure to violence is a 
multidimensional construct composed o f three factors: Traumatic Violence, Indirect 
Violence, and Interpersonal Aggression. CFA model for each SAVE setting scale 
was tested using the maximum likelihood (ML) method in EQ S/Windows Structural 
Equations Program (Bentler & Wu, 1993). This model is one o f complete
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Table 6
Reliability Estimates for SAVE Scales and Subscales - Validation Sample
Subscale
Frequency
Alpha
Impact
Alpha
Frequency
Retest
Impact
Retest
Total School Violence .93 .91 .87 .29
Traumatic Violence .81 .80 .89 .12
Indirect Violence .90 .89 .88 .38
Interpersonal Aggression .65 .66 .85 .46
Total Home Violence .94 .91 .94 .23
Traumatic Violence .81 .78 .96 .17
Indirect Violence .91 .91 .91 .14
Interpersonal Aggression .69 .68 .85 .51
Total Neighborhood Violence .95 .93 .90 .29
Traumatic Violence .90 .90 .91 .21
Indirect Violence .91 .89 .91 .30
Interpersonal Aggression .67 .69 .86 .48
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independence o f all variables in the model (i.e all correlations among the variables are 
zero). Items are free to load on a specified factor, but are restricted to zero loadings 
on the remaining factors (Byrne, 1994). The chi-square likelihood ratio was used as 
the index o f fit for evaluating the model, with the recommended chi-square o f five 
times the degrees of freedom as an upper limit for a  reasonably fitting model 
(Wheaton, Muthen, Alwin, and Summers, 1977). The Comparative Fit Index (CFI), a 
practical index o f fit ranging from zero to 1.00
and derived from the comparison o f the hypothesized model with the null model (i.e., 
the SAVE items do not fit to the proposed SAVE subscales), was used as an 
additional indicator of fit. Bentler and Bonett (1980) suggest a CFI o f greater than 
.90 as an acceptable index o f fit.
The model, based on PCA results o f the first study, (see Figure I) related the 32 
indicators to the 3 factors for the SAVE Neighborhood scale and converged in 7 
iterations, suggesting an adequate fitting model (Byrne, 1994). Chi-square results for 
the model also suggested a reasonable fit (chi square = 722.96, df = 405, p < .001; chi 
square/d f=  1.79). The CFI index also suggested an adequately fitting model (CFI = 
.90). Similar results were obtained for both the Home (chi square = 693.70, CFI -  
.90) and School (chi square = 691.98, CFI = .90) subscales (see Figures 2 and 3).
Thus, two goodness o f fit indices provided by the current CFA indicates that the 
factor structure of the SAVE scales are well-defined. The factors delineated by PCA
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PCA and CFA were replicated across all setting scales.
Construct validation.
Neighborhood violence. Convergent validity for Neighborhood subscales was 
examined by correlating SAVE report o f neighborhood violence with crime data 
obtained from the Baton Rouge Police Department. Participants provided the major 
cross-streets closest to their residence. This data, coded by police zone and matched 
with crime data for each zone, was correlated with SAVE Neighborhood subscale 
scores (Baton Rouge Police Department, 1995). Significant correlations were 
revealed between all Neighborhood subscales and objective police report o f violent 
crimes (murder, aggravated assault and battery, armed robbery, and rape) and ranged 
from .17 (p < .05) for Interpersonal Aggression to .36 for Indirect Violence (p < 
.0001). As shown in Table 7, SAVE Home and School Violence subscale were not 
correlated with objective crime data except for the Indirect Violence subscales.
A discriminant function was used to provide discriminant validity for the 
Neighborhood scale. A subsample o f participants was chosen from a zone reporting 
high neighborhood violence (n = 250) based on the numbers o f homicides, shootings, 
and assaults reported for 1994 and from a second zone reporting low neighborhood 
violence (n = 262). Neighborhood subscales were entered stepwise to assess their 
relative contribution to classification. All Neighborhood subscales entered the 
analysis at p < .00001 in the following order (1) Indirect Violence; (2) Interpersonal
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Table 7
Correlations of SAVE Subscales with Objective Crime Data and Conflict Tactics Scales
Violent Aggravated Disorderly CTS CTS Verbal CTS
Crime Assault Murder Conduct Reasoning Aggression Violence
H - Traumatic Violence .17 .16 .14 .15 .10 .43** .48**
H - Indirect Violence .27* .27* .23 .24 .11 .38** .31**
H - Interpersonal Aggression .15 .15 .13 .13 .14 .43** .33**
H - Total .25* .25* .22 .22 .12 .49** .36**
N - Traumatic Violence .28* .24* .21 .21 .17 .30** .37**
N - Indirect Violence .36** .37** .30** .31** .16 .38** .30**
N - Interpersonal Aggression .17 .17 .14 .16 .18 .34** .25
N - Total .34** .35** .28* .29* .19 .40** .35**
S - Traumatic Violence .13 .13 .10 .11 .16 .36** .35**
S - Indirect Violence .24* .28* .23 .25* .19 .38** .29*
S - Interpersonal Aggression .10 .09 .08 .10 .16 .32** .23
S - Total .22 .21 .21 .19 .20 .40** .33**
Note: S = School, H = Home, N = Neighborhood, CTS = Conflict Tactics Scales * g< .001; *+
g< .0001
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Aggression; and (3) Traumatic Violence. Table 8 demonstrates that 80.9% of 
participants were correctly classified based on SAVE Neighborhood subscale scores. 
The discriminant analysis tended to identify more false negatives than false positives 
for neighborhood violence: 24.6% o f participants living in a high crime area were 
incorrectly classified, whereas only 14.1% o f participants living in a low crime area 
were incorrectly classified.
Home violence. Convergent validity for Home violence was established by 
correlating SAVE Home subscales with measures of fondly conflict. As shown in 
Table 8, both parent CTS Verbal Aggression (r = .43, p < .0001) and CTS Violence 
(r = .48, j> < .0001) were significantly correlated with the Home Traumatic Violence; 
parent Reasoning obtained a low correlation (r = . 10, j> < .34). A similar pattern held 
for CTS subscale scores and the Home Interpersonal Aggression subscale score, with 
parent Reasoning obtaining a low correlation (r = . 14, j> < .34) and both Verbal 
Aggression (r = .49, j> < .0001) and Violence (r = .33, p < .0001) correlating 
significantly. However, Table 8 demonstrated that both School and Neighborhood 
subscales were significantly correlated with parental aggression and home violence.
Discriminant validity for the Home SAVE scales were also provided. Participants 
within the upper and lower quartile on CTS Parent Violence subscale scores were 
chosen to represent High and Low Home Violence Groups (n = 98). Home subscales 
were entered stepwise to assess their relative contribution to classification. All Home 
subscales entered the analysis in the following order: (1) Interpersonal Aggression
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Table 8
Discriminant Analysis Classification Table for Adolescents bv Neighborhood.
Home and School
Neighborhood Classification According to SAVE Neighborhood Subscales
Predicted Group Membership
High-Crime Zone Low-Crime Zone
Actual Group n a % a % % Grouped
1. High-Crime Zone
2. Low-Crime Zone
240 181 75.4 59 24.6 
263 37 14.1 226 85.9
80.9%
Home Classification According to SAVE Home Subscales
Predicted Group Membership
High-Risk Home Low-Risk Home
Actual Group n n % n % % Grouped
1. High-Risk Home
2. Low-Risk Home
47 43 91.5 4 8.5 
42 19 45.2 23 54.8 73.3%
(table con’dl
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School Classification According to SAVE School Subscales
Predicted Group Membership
High-Risk School Low-Risk School
Actual Group n n % n % % Grouped
1. High-Risk School
2. Low-Risk School
615
263
465 75.6 150 24.4 
17 6.5 246 93.5 81.0%
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(j>< .00001); (2) Traumatic Violence (j> < .05); and (3) Indirect Violence (j> < .05). 
Table 8 demonstrates that 73.3% of participants were correctly classified based on 
SAVE Home subscale scores. The discriminant analysis identified 91.5% o f 
participants reporting low home violence according to CTS scores. However, 
classification for high home violence participants was not much better than chance 
(54.8%).
School violence. A discriminant function classified students from schools with 
reported low and high levels o f school violence according to the SAVE School scales. 
The Louisiana State University Laboratory High School students Cl = 262) were 
utilized as the low school violence group, based on a low incidence o f student 
aggression, suspensions, and expulsions. The sample was comprised o f 122 boys and 
140 girls and was 89% Caucasian. According to Hollingshead and Redlich's (1957) 
classification, participants were from II (5.2%), in  (62.2%), IV (19.1%), and V 
(13.5%) socioeconomic classes. Validity participants from the high risk school served 
as the high violence group. School subscales were entered stepwise to assess their 
relative contribution to classification. All School subscales entered the analysis at p < 
.00001 in the following order (1) Indirect Violence; (2) Interpersonal Aggression; 
and (3) Traumatic Violence. Table 8 demonstrates that 81.0% of participants were 
correctly classified based on SAVE School subscale scores. More low-risk students 
were correctly classified (93.5%) than high-risk students (75.6%).
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Thus, the SAVE scales adequately distinguish participants on high and low levels 
of violence across settings. The SAVE Neighborhood subscales were significantly 
correlated with objective crime data, as were both Home and School Indirect 
Violence. Additionally, the SAVE Home subscales were significantly correlated with 
adolescent report o f parent aggression and violence.
Correlational analyses Construct validity was explored by correlating SAVE 
subscales with measures o f constructs theoretically associated with violence exposure 
in youth. Table 9 demonstrates support for initial SAVE validity. All measures were 
significantly correlated with SAVE scales except for TSC-C Anxiety and 
Neighborhood Violence, TSC-C Depression and Neighborhood Violence, and TSC-C 
Depression and School Violence. Overall, SAVE Home Violence obtained the 
highest correlations with indices o f behavior and adjustment, ranging from r = .22, p < 
.001 (TSC-C Anxiety) to r = .52, p  < .0001 (YSR Externalizing Problems). The 
highest correlations for SAVE Neighborhood Violence were obtained for YSR 
Externalizing Problems (r = .48, p  < .0001), IES Intrusion (r = .40, p  < .0001), and 
TSC-C Anger (r = .39, p  < .0001). SAVE School Violence was most correlated 
with YSR Externalizing Problems (r = .48, p  < .0001), IES Intrusion (r = .45, p  < 
.0001), and YSR Internalizing Problems (r = .39, p < .0001).
SAVE Cutoff Scores.
Preliminary cutoff scores for high risk groups were determined by examining data 
from both low- and high-risk samples. An acceptable cutoff was defined as a raw
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Table 9
Correlation Matrix among Criterion Variables and SAVE Subscale Scores
Trauma Symptoms Checklist - Children Subscales
Variable Anxiety Deprsn PTSD Dissoc Anger
SAVE Home Total .22* .27** .27** .33** .39**
SAVE Neighborhood Total
.17 .13 .21* .25** .37**
SAVE School Total .22* .17 .22* .24** .33**
Note: Deprsn = Depression, Dissoc = Dissociation: < .001, **p < .0001.
IES and YSR Subscales
Variable
IES
Intrusion
IES
Avoidance
YSR
Int.
YSR
Ext.
SAVE Home Total .42** .39** .48** .52**
SAVE Neighborhood Total .40** .37** .36** .48**
SAVE School Total .45** .27** .39** .45**
Note: IES = Impact of Events Scale; YSR = Youth Self-Report; Int = Internalizing; 
Ext = Externalizing; *E < .001, < .0001.
i
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score that identified approximately the top 2% o f low-risk adolescents and the top 
25% o f high-risk adolescents. These scores (see Table 10) should be used for 
research purposes only, pending further studies.
Behavioral and Psychological Differences Between High and Low Violence Exposure 
Grpupg.
Additional validity analyses examined the extent to which adolescents with 
contrasting SAVE scores differed on levels o f behavioral and psychological problems. 
Participants from the high-risk public high school were grouped according to high and 
low frequency of violence exposure, with each group comprised of 49 adolescents 
scoring in the upper or lower quartile on Traumatic Violence. Chi-square analyses 
indicated no significant differences among the groups on demographic variables, 
though boys tended to cluster in the high violence groups more than girls (chi square 
= 3.65, p  < .06). Based on the adolescent exposure to violence literature, multivariate 
planned comparisons were examined for TSC-C Anger, PTSD, and Dissociation, 1ES 
Avoidance and Intrusion, and YSR Externalizing Problems and Internalizing 
Problems. The Bonferroni procedure was used to identify a more conservative 
family-wise estimate o f significance for univariate analyses. Statistical tests associated 
with the .007 levels (Bonferroni = .05/7) were considered significant. Subscale means 
by both violence group and gender are presented in Appendix L.
An examination o f high and low violence groups revealed that 43 o f 49 
participants scoring high on home violence also scored high on violence exposure in
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Table 10
SAVE Cutoff Scores for High Violence Groups with Corresponding Percentile Ranks of
Low- and High-Risk Samples
High-Risk Low-Risk
Subcale Raw Score Percentile Percentile
Home
Traumatic Violence 5 75 98
Indirect Violence 22 75 98.5
Interpersonal Aggression 7 86 95
Total 31 75 97
Neighborhood
Traumatic Violence 12 75 98
Indirect Violence 37 71 98.5
Interpersonal Aggression 7 86 97
Total 53 75 98
School
Traumatic Violence 5 75 98
Indirect Violence 30 75 99.9
Interpersonal Aggression 8 87 95
Total 41 75 99
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other settings. This is consistent with the literature in that home violence may 
contribute to the observation of behavior problems outside the home (Patterson,
1982; Vondra et ai., 1992). Thus, home violence was examined first and 
subsequently used as a covariate for further multivariate analyses. A two-way 
Violence Level (2) X Gender (2) MANOVA revealed significant multivariate effects 
at the .0001 level for all Home subscales across all constructs measured. Univariate 
analyses indicated that the high home violence groups reported significantly more 
problems with: TSC-C Anger (F(l,98) =  36.92, p < .0001); TSC-C Dissociation 
(F(l,98) = 13.54, p < .0001); TSC-PTSD (F(l,98) = 13.40, p < .0001); YSR 
Externalizing Problems (F(l,98) = 33.84, p < .00001); YSR Internalizing Problems 
(F(l,98) = 12.45, p < .0001); IES Avoidance (F(l,98) = 18.29, p < .0001); and IES 
Intrusion (F(l,98) = 25.82, p < .0001). No gender or interaction effects were 
revealed.
Two-way Violence Level (2) X Gender (2) MANCOVAs examined differences on 
the Neighborhood subscales. After controlling for effects o f home violence, 
Neighborhood Traumatic Violence multivariate effects were significant for the TSC-C 
(F(3,98) = 4.79, p < .004); and YSR (F(3,98) = 2.89, p < .02). Univariate effects 
identified high violence participants as reporting more: TSC-C Anger (F(l,98) = 3.59, 
p < .006); TSC-C Dissociation (F(l,98) = 8.88, p < .001); YSR Externalizing 
Problems (F(l,98) = 13.53, p < .0001); and YSR Internalizing Problems (F(l,98) = 
8.27, p < .001). IES Intrusion and Avoidance were not significant for exposure to
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Neighborhood violence. After controlling for home violence effects, no significant 
differences between high and low scorers on School Traumatic violence emerged on 
either the TSC, YSR, or IES subscales.
In summary, the SAVE was significantly correlated with theoretically meaningful 
constructs. Additionally, participants scoring high on home violence evidenced more 
behavioral and psychological problems than did high scorers on school and 
neighborhood violence. However, neighborhood violence exposure contributed 
uniquely to adolescent distress. After controlling for effects o f home violence, high 
scorers on neighborhood violence reported higher levels o f anger, dissociation, 
externalizing problems, and internalizing problems than did low scorers.
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DISCUSSION
Increased interest in how exposure to violence relates to PTSD and other child 
psychopathology has created a need for a relevant assessment tool. Accurate 
identification and quantification o f stressful events is crucial to a  better understanding 
o f the etiology and expression o f PTSD (APA, 1993; APA, 1994; McNally, 1992; 
Sutker, Uddo-Crane, & Allain, 1991). Currently available measurement standards for 
violence research in youth can be characterized as lacking in three important areas: 
acceptable psychometric qualities, comprehensiveness, and a format acceptable for 
poor readers.
The present study provides evidence o f the utility o f the Screen for Adolescent 
Violence Exposure (SAVE), an instrument designed to correct the deficiencies o f 
previous measures. The SAVE is a 32-item, self-report scale that assesses frequency 
of violence exposure in 11- to 19-year olds across three domains: home, school, and 
neighborhood. The psychometric properties o f the SAVE distinguish it from other 
measures o f exposure to violence.
Psychometric Findings
Specifically, the SAVE was empirically derived using a large sample o f inner-city 
adolescents. SAVE items were generated from individual interviews with adolescents 
and adults who lived or worked in inner-city neighborhoods. From 81 initial non- 
overlapping items, the 32 items comprising the final version o f the SAVE showed 
acceptable means and item-total correlations, and significantly distinguished high from 
low scorers on violence exposure. The measure has good internal consistency,
68
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temporal reliability, and validity. Thus, the SAVE shows promise as an empirical 
instrument to aid in the development o f a cohesive body of literature concerning 
youth and violence exposure.
The factor structure o f the SAVE was examined by both exploratory and 
confirmatory factor analysis. Three factors were identified for each setting scale 
(home, school, and neighborhood): Traumatic Violence (assault with a deadly 
weapon resulting in death, serious injury, or the threat o f death for either the 
participant or others), Indirect Violence (witnessing less severe violence or vicarious 
exposure), and Interpersonal Aggression (non-weapon victimization). Factor 
loadings were replicated, and factor structure appears stable, and is supported by the 
literature.
This grouping o f items differs from the three domains described by Richters and 
Saltzman (1990): witnessing, being victimized, o r hearing about violence. Their 
distinction between witnessing and victimization was not supported by the SAVE. 
Witnessing violent assault and murder loaded with similar victimization items; 
witnessing less violent events or hearing o f violence formed a different factor. It is 
important to note that Richters’ and Sahzman’s (1990) factors were rationally derived 
a priori and not empirically based. Current data suggest that witnessing severe 
trauma could be as disturbing as being victimized: youth have reported similar levels 
of PTSD symptoms for severe trauma regardless o f the target o f this violence (Saigh, 
1989; 1991).
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Both theory and research support the SAVE factor loadings. Factor analytic 
studies o f violence exposure show that hems pertaining to life-threatening situations 
load on the same factor regardless o f whether the individual is a witness or victim 
(Cooley-Quille et al., 1995a; Singer et al., 1995). Items dealing with non-life- 
threatening situations (i.e. witnessing less severe events or vicarious exposure) load 
on a different factor (Cooley-Quille et al., 1995a; Singer et al., 1995). These factor 
loadings also support DSM-IV stressor criteria for PTSD (APA, 1994).
DSM-IV authors submit that PTSD may be induced by direct exposure to an 
event involving actual or threatened death, serious injury, or threat to the physical 
integrity o f self or others (APA, 1994). McNally (1992) links PTSD to stressors of 
human origin that are perceived as both uncontrollable and unpredictable. These 
items and events comprise the Traumatic Violence subscale o f the SAVE. DSM-IV 
suggests another class o f traumata involving verbal mediation: learning about 
unexpected or violent death, serious harm, or threat of death or injury experienced by 
close associates (APA, 1994). Items o f this type are included in the Indirect Violence 
subscale, though personal association with the victim is not identified.
The DSM-IV work group stressed the need to further identify and define severity 
of the stressor criterion for PTSD (Davidson & Foa, 1990). The SAVE is a sound 
starting point for this investigation. The SAVE factors relate to stressor severity and 
range from being screamed at by an adult to being assaulted with a deadly weapon. 
Though further research is needed to quantitatively establish a hierarchy o f severity
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scores, the SAVE could prove useful in quantifying the stressor criterion for 
adolescent victims.
Contrary to predictions, the utility o f the SAVE Impact scale was not supported. 
Though the Impact scale was internally consistent, it tinted to yield interpretable 
factors, was temporally unreliable, and tidied to contribute unique information to the 
measurement o f violence exposure. The Impact scale was therefore eliminated due to 
both poor psychometrics and the availability o f other standardized indices o f 
adolescent distress.
Discriminant analysis indicated that the SAVE correctly classified an acceptable 
percentage of high and low violence participants for both neighborhood and school 
settings. However, classification of high home violence participants was less 
successful. This may be an artifact o f measurement; the CTS was used to initially 
identify high and low home violence participants. The CTS measures only parent- 
instigated violence and thus may foil to assess the full spectrum o f violence in the 
home, hi contrast, the SAVE measures family violence regardless o f source. Future 
research should use a more objective measure o f family violence as a grouping 
variable to elucidate the ability o f the SAVE home violence scale to correctly 
distinguish victims o f family violence.
The Home, Neighborhood, and School Violence subscales correlated significantly 
with a standardized measure of parent aggression and violence. Such extensive 
correlations may be due to a family violence link to externalizing behavior, and an 
association between externalizing behavior and community violence victimization
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(Burton et al., 1994; Schwab-Stone et al., 1995; Sheley, McGee, & Wright, 1992). 
Adolescent victims o f family violence are more likely to develop aggressive behavior 
patterns that place them at risk for social problems, academic failure, delinquency, and 
perpetration o f violence (Caims, Cairns, Neckerman, Gest, & Gariepy, 1988; 
Farrington, 1991; Henggeler, 1989). Likewise, adolescents who engage in antisocial 
behavior are more likely to have witnessed violent crime or to have been threatened 
or injured with a weapon (Durant et al., 1994; Kulig, Valentine, & Steriti, 1994).
General Findings
Further validity was provided by examining whether the scale would yield 
expected empirical results in a representative application. This prediction was 
established by assessing the SAVE’s ability to obtain significant differences for high 
and low violence exposure groups on indices o f behavior and adjustment. Based on 
the available literature, it was expected that adolescents exposed to high levels o f 
violence would endorse more symptoms o f psychological distress. Findings support 
this hypothesis, though adolescent symptom report varied across violence settings.
Traumatic violence in the home emerged as the strongest factor associated with 
both adolescent behavioral and psychological problems. Adolescents reporting high 
levels o f traumatic violence in the home also endorsed significantly more symptoms of 
externalizing and internalizing problems, dissociation, anger, PTSD symptoms, 
intrusive thoughts related to trauma, and avoidance o f trauma-associated stimuli.
These findings are not surprising, given that traumatic events occurring at home 
violate strongly held beliefs about safety (Foa et al., 1992; March, 1990). Results are
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consistent with numerous studies indicating the relationship between psychological 
distress and child victimization or witness o f family violence (Alessi & Hearn, 1984; 
Feindler & Becker, 1995; JafFe Wolfe, & Wilson, 1990; Sternberg et al., 1993).
Research on inner-city adolescents show similar findings; family violence has 
emerged as the strongest predictor o f depression, hopelessness, internalizing 
problems, and externalizing problems in inner-city youth (Durant, Getts, Cadenhead, 
Emans, & Woods, 1995; Osofsky et al., 1993). Similarly, high levels o f family 
conflict are associated with increased symptoms o f PTSD in children exposed to 
community violence (Burton et al., 1993; Cooley-Quille et al., 1995b; Fitzpatrick & 
Boldizar, 1993; Martinez & Richters, 1993; Osofsky et al., 1993).
However, the current data suggest that exposure to severe community violence is 
also associated with adolescent distress. After controlling for effects o f home 
violence, high scorers on neighborhood violence reported higher levels o f anger, 
dissociation, externalizing problems, and internalizing problems than did low scorers. 
These results are alarming, considering that poor long-term adjustment to trauma is 
associated with externalization and dissociation (Wolfe, Keane, Kaloupek, Mora, & 
Wine, 1993).
Research supports the added effects o f community violence on adolescent distress 
beyond that associated with family violence (Burton et al., 1994; Durant et al., 1995; 
Martinez & Richters, 1993). Community violence has also been found to better 
predict anger than does home violence (Singer et al., 1995). Generally, traumatic 
stressors explain a diagnosis of PTSD better than childhood abuse (Green et al.,
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1990). However, the measurement o f both sources o f traumatic stress should 
continue to be compared to facilitate the derivation o f more complete theory.
The current finding that trauma exposure is associated with significant 
internalizing and externalizing problems as measured by the YSR is consistent with 
previous research (Cooley-Quille et al, 1995b; Debiinger, McLeer, & Henry, 1990; 
Giaconia et al., 1995). In fact, one report found that only the YSR Internalizing and 
Externalizing scales distinguished known clinical PTSD groups from controls 
(McLeer, Debiinger, Henry, & Orvaschel, 1992). Thus, significant clinical scores on 
broad-band measures of adolescent adjustment may be one indicator o f trauma 
exposure. However, since the YSR is not designed to address PTSD per se, it is best 
viewed as a measure o f common associated features of the disorder (McNally, 1991).
Although specific symptoms o f PTSD as measured by the TSC-C and the IES 
were not significantly associated with exposure to community violence, this may be 
merely an artifact of measurement. The TSC was developed on a sample o f sexually 
abused children; the IES on a sample o f adults (Briere, 1989; Horowitz et al., 1979). 
Both assess acute, but not chronic PTSD symptoms such as emotional numbing and 
hopelessness (Ribbe et al., in press). Unfortunately no instruments exist for assessing 
chronic symptoms of PTSD in adolescents.
Differences in adolescent adjustment on the school violence scale were less 
striking. School violence was irrelevant to adolescent adjustment once family factors 
were considered. School violence may merely reflect violence in the community: 
rates are highest in districts with high neighborhood crime rates, and thus cannot be
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isolated from the problem o f violence in the large community (Lowry, Sleet, Duncan, 
Powell, & Kolbe, 1995; National Research Council, 1993). Another possible 
explanation is that school violence may relate less to broad-band measures of 
adjustment than to academic achievement, attention problems, school refusal, or 
social problems (National Institute o f Education, 1978; Metropolitan Life, 1993).
Cognitive impairment has long been associated with PTSD in adults. This 
impairment is thought to parallel attentional and learning deficits observed in animals 
following exposure to unpredictable and uncontrollable aversive events (Basoglu & 
Mineka, 1992; Minor, Jackson & Maier, 1984; Lee & Maier, 1988). Thus, one might 
expect to see attentional and learning deficits in youth exposed to school violence. 
Future research should examine the relationship between violence in the school 
setting and variables related to academic and social success.
Demographic Differences 
As predicted, SAVE scores differed significantly by gender. In contrast to girls, 
boys endorsed higher levels o f violence exposure in their neighborhood, and more 
exposure to extreme violence victimization both in their neighborhood and at school. 
Though boys and girls reported similar experiences o f severe home violence (assault 
with a weapon, witnessing assault with a weapon), girls reported higher rates o f being 
the victim o f interpersonal aggression. This pattern o f violence exposure identified by 
the SAVE is well-established in the literature (Bell & Jenkins, 1993; Fitzpatrick & 
Boldizar, 1993; Richters & Martinez, 1993; Singer et al., 1995). Adolescent boys 
suffer more homicide, assault, and robbery than girls (Bureau of Justice Statistics,
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1992). In contrast, adolescent victims o f family violence are predominantly female 
across all types o f maltreatment (Powers & Ehenrode, 1988).
Furthermore, differences in violence exposure may be related to gender 
differences in adolescent antisocial behavior. Male antisocial behavior (i.e. 
perpetration) is associated with community violence victimization (Bell & Jenkins, 
1993; Durant et al., 1994; Schubiner et al., 1993). By contrast, antisocial girls are 
more likely to be victims o f sexual and physical abuse in the home than are antisocial 
boys (Viale-Val, Rosenthal, Lynch, Jaworski, & Nowinski, 1991; Viale-Val & 
Sylvester, 1993). Thus, exposure to violence and antisocial behavior are related, and 
the literature reports differences in both violence exposure and expression of 
antisocial behavior in boys and girls (Lahey, Loeber, Quay, Frick, & Grimm, 1992; 
Loeber & Keenan, 1994). A tentative hypothesis offered is that there may be a 
relationship between both gender differences in exposure to violence and expression 
of antisocial behavior. Namely, boys and girls experience different types o f violence 
exposure, and this exposure may be related to subsequent expression o f antisocial 
behavior.
Similarities in SAVE scores across age groups are consistent with previous 
literature (Cooley-Quille et al., 1995a; Fitzpatrick & Boldizar, 1993; Richters & 
Martinez, 1993). According to SAVE scores, high school adolescents reported 
higher levels o f school violence than middle school adolescents, and similar home and 
neighborhood violence. Middle school participants were demographically similar to 
high school participants. Thus, school violence scores may reflect either actual
!•|
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differences in adolescent violence exposure, a tendency for older adolescents to be 
more aggressive, or differences in school policies for controlling student aggression 
(Hyman, Zelikoff & Clarke, 1988). Further research should clarify this relationship.
Moreover, similarities on home and neighborhood violence for younger and older 
adolescents may be explained by either stability o f aggression across developmental 
levels or by a severity o f violence effect. The stability o f aggression in individuals 
across developmental periods is well documented (Farrington, 1991; Olweus, 1979; 
Tolan & Loeber, 1993). Since victimization and perpetration are related, it follows 
that exposure to violence might also remain stable (Durant et al., 1994; Schubiner et 
al., 1993). However, this hypothesis could not be examined, given the cross-sectional 
design o f the current study.
Additionally, the present sample represents the upper end o f the violence exposure 
continuum. Violence is likely to be so commonplace in their lives that adolescents 
experience high rates o f exposure regardless o f their behavior. Though older 
adolescents may be at higher risk due to increased time away from home or greater 
peer socialization, violence may be so ever-present that all youth living in violent 
communities are at risk (Richters & Martinez, 1993; Schellenbach & Guerney, 1987). 
Whether these age similarities in violence exposure are maintained in higher economic 
groups is an empirical question to be addressed in future research.
Limitations o f the Current Study 
Results o f the study may be viewed as limited due to the restricted range of the 
sample. The study was cross-sectional, and therefore must be considered
!
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correlational rather than causal. Furthermore, participants tended to be homogeneous 
on both demographic variables and reported violence. Violence exposure was 
common for many participants across settings, both complicating the results o f  
correlations with behavior, and decreasing the likelihood o f finding significant 
differences due to range restriction. Moreover, high school dropouts, a group at high 
risk for exposure to violence, could not be sampled (Durant et al., 1994; Lowry et al., 
1995; Schubiner et al., 1993). Further research should examine the performance of 
the SAVE by accessing adolescents outside the school setting.
Second, a possible weakness o f the Home scale is that maximally different 
methods were not utilized when examining validity: both home violence measures 
used in the discriminant function utilized adolescent self-report (Pedhazur and 
SchmeUrin, 1991). However, objective data on rates o f fondly violence were 
unavailable due to confidentiality restraints. Thus, classification by the Home scale 
should be interpreted with caution, pending additional research.
Another possible problem in the current study is that nearly 60% of the sample 
were from poverty-level homes, potentially confounding the effects o f poverty with 
violence exposure (Hammond & Yung, 1994). Though poverty increases opportunity 
for added daily stress and negative life events, its effects are mediated by other 
variables such family factors, community variables, and beliefs about aggression 
(Aber, 1993; Guerra et al., 1995; National Research Council, 1993a; 1993b). 
Nonetheless, no differences were found in the current study by economic status.
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Additional research is needed to examine the contributing effects o f violence 
exposure, daily stress, and other negative life events to adolescent adjustment.
Fourth, sexual trauma was not assessed due to school-related constraints. Sexual 
assault is highly correlated with PTSD and could potentially confound results for a 
subset (e.g. 5-15%) o f the current sample (Giaconia et al., 1995; Hanson, 1990; 
McLeer et al., 1992). Thus, a standardized measure o f exposure to sexual violence 
should be administered in conjunction with the SAVE when conducting research on 
populations at risk for sexual trauma.
Summary and Future Directions 
The results o f these studies demonstrate that the Screen for Adolescent Violence 
Exposure (SAVE) is a promising instrument for measuring various types o f violence 
in settings relevant to adolescent adjustment. It should provide an excellent screening 
tool for identifying problem individuals who warrant possible clinical intervention.
For example, clinicians and physicians often foil to screen for traumatic violence as an 
etiological factor accounting for presenting problems. Thus, the presenting problems 
are subsequently treated as an isolated behavior rather than as a symptom o f a more 
complex phenomenon, namely PTSD.
Furthermore, the SAVE serves as an objective basis to begin a clinical interview: 
it may facilitate adolescent disclosure of psychological problems. Adolescents are 
notorious for under-reporting both psychological and behavioral problems. 
Nonetheless, adolescents in the present study were not hesitant to report on
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environmental events. Given this willing disclosure of high-risk environmental events, 
only minimal inference is needed to identify those participants as at-risk for 
psychological sequelae o f exposure to traumatic stress. Thus, the SAVE may serve 
to bridge the gap between adolescent self-report o f observed events and self-report of 
psychological distress.
The SAVE will also enhance the quality o f future research on violence exposure 
in youth. Violence exposure and severity can be quantified and examined for 
relationships with intervening variables such as family factors, individual adolescent 
behavior and cognitions, community variables, and other sources o f life stress. Such 
knowledge might also further the literature on both prevention o f violence and 
intervention with violence exposure. Further SAVE validation should include known, 
dichotomous groups o f victims o f traumatic violence (home, community, and school). 
Additional comparisons across age groups, including younger children, are needed to 
facilitate an understanding o f PTSD in youth. However, the SAVE may not be 
appropriate for younger children. Thus further research should establish a subset of 
items with an age-appropriate format for children.
The SAVE offers several advantages over other measures of violence exposure.
It is the first instrument o f its type to offer both clinicians and researchers the 
opportunity to develop a  cohesive theory on violence exposure and the expression of 
the PTSD spectrum in adolescents. It provides more precise measurement o f the 
stressor criterion associated with PTSD, and allows quantification o f severity o f
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
violence exposure by setting. The SAVE provides the opportunity to evaluate 
antecedent events o f atraum atic nature and serves as a practical clinical screen for 
sources of traumatic stress that may either interfere with treatment o r account for 
presenting somatic complaints and psychological distress, hi summary, the SAVE 
will provide the opportunity for researchers on adolescent adjustment to accurately 
quantify violence exposure, examine the expression of the PTSD spectrum in youth, 
and compare adolescent experiences on a national level.
I
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Appendix A
Violence Exposure Interview
Age: Grade: School:
Gender
[For each event, determine, victim, perpetrator, setting, recency, proximity, 
frequency, feelings evoked]
Peer/School Violence:
Do kids get in fights at your school? What do they fight about?
Has anyone ever pushed/shoved/hit/threw something at/slapped/beat you at school?
Has anyone ever pulled a gun/knife on you at school?
Have you heard about any of these things, or have they happened to a friend of yours?
Have kids ever done these things to teachers or teachers done them to lads?
Have you ever had your life threatened? Have you seen gangs or been bothered by 
them?
Do you see drugs/alcohol at school?
Do you feel safe at school? What are the things that scare you or worry you at 
school?
(appendix con’d)
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Do you ever cut class, skip school or otherwise avoid places where someone might 
hurt you?
Can you think o f anything other violence things we haven’t mentioned that you’ve 
seen or heard about?
Community Violence:
Do you see people fight in your neighborhood? What do they fight about?
Have you ever been a victim or witnessed violence in your neighborhood? (e.g. 
shootings, drive-bys, knifings, beatings, robbery, fist fights, people screaming, dead 
bodies)
Have you heard about any of these things, or have they happened to a friend or 
family?
Do you hear gunshots in your neighborhood?
Have you ever had your life threatened? Have you seen gangs or been bothered by 
them?
Do you see drugs/alcohol in your neighborhood?
Do you feel safe in your neighborhood? What are the things that scare you or worry 
you?
Can you walk around your neighborhood in the day or at night by yourself?
Do you ever avoid places where someone might hurt you? Do things like sleep or 
study on the floor to avoid danger?
(appendix con’d)
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Could you get a gun if you needed to?
Family Violence:
At home, do you fight with your brothers/sisters/other kids in the home? Do you 
scream at each other? What do you fight about? What kind o f fighting do you do?
Do your parents (or adults in home) fight with each other? Do they scream at each 
other? Do they ever hit each other?
Do any other bad things happen in your home?
Are you afraid o f anyone in your home? Do you dislike anyone in your home?
i
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iAppendix B
Examples O f Adolescent Interviews
Age: 12 Sex: Female Grade: 6 Race: African American
Fam ily Composition: Lives with biological mother, stepfather, several siblings, and 
extended family. She reports supportive relationships in the family.
School Violence
1. She has never seen a gun on campus
2. She witnesses numerous physical fights, for both boys and girls. Fights are 
usually over “he said-she said” arguments.
3. She has physically fought with girls at school. She reported that they pick on her.
Community Violence
1. She has witnessed a shooting between two 18 year-old girls. One girl stabbed the 
other one in the eye. The victim found her boyfriend and came back to retaliate. 
There was a shoot out but no one was hurt. The subject hid behind bus to avoid 
bullets, and her brother was almost hit.
2. She has heard about her cousin’s house getting shot up during a drive-by 
shooting. He was shot in the arm.
3. She has heard about other drive-by shootings, usually over drugs or stolen money.
4. She hears gunshots frequently, though they do not bother her.
5. She remains inside after school to avoid danger.
6. A family member always stays at home so that the family can avoid being robbed 
when the house is empty.
7. Gangs and bullies usually leave her alone because they are afraid of her older 
brother.
8. She has heard about a cousin who was mugged. While walking to a store, he was 
hit on the head with a gun and his money stolen.
Family Events/Violence
1. She witnessed mother shot and stabbed by jealous boyfriend when she was 5 years 
old. During the event, she was thrown around the room, had a gun shoved in her 
face, and had her life threatened. Her mother survived, no one else was seriously 
hurt.
2. The perpetrator later attempted to run over the subject with a car as she was 
walking home from school.
3. She was raped at 11 years old. A friend o f her brother forced his way into her 
room while she was sleeping.
4. Several relatives have died o f illness.
(appendix con’d)
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Age: 15 Sex: Male Grade: 8 Race: African American
Family Composition: Lives with mother and has a  good relationship with her. His 
father is in jail for theft.
School violence
1. He has been in fights at school, usually over turf-related arguments.
2. There are not actually organized name gang in Baton Rouge, though adolescents 
form groups according to where they live. Fights at school are caused tu rf wars 
and when one group starts “dissin”’ another. They take sides and fight with fists 
or anything they can pick up, such as chairs or rocks. This happens about twice a 
month on school grounds. Teachers often let the fights continue because they are 
afraid to  break them up.
3. He has seen a gun at school at least 5 times. He has never carried one, though he 
knows others that have for protection. Knives are more common than guns. 
Others have told him that they would rather use a gun than a knife because knives 
take too long. They want to disable someone and get out o f there fast.
4. He has seen kids carrying pot to school. He has not seen any crack.
Community Violence
1. He has been stabbed in the calf by a rival group. He had been walking in the 
wrong neighborhood and rival youths surrounded him and threatened him for 
crossing turf lines. He was stabbed, got away and came back with his friends to 
retaliate - they fired warning shots.
2. He has both witnessed a drive-by shooting and has been shot at. Once, a 16 year- 
old youth on a go-cart drove by and shot subject’s friend in the leg while they 
were walking down the street. The subject was not hurt.
3. “I stay to myself- if you don’t get in other people’s business, you probably won’t 
get hurt. When I see bad guys standing on the comer, I wave and keep on 
walking. I don’t bother them, they don’t  bother me.”
4. He hears gunshots frequently.
5. He remains inside after school to avoid danger. He watches TV, sleeps, talks on 
phone, and is consequently bored a lot.
6. He knows who to ask to get a gun for free, though most people have to pay for 
one.
Family Factors
1. Last year he witnessed his brother’s drowning. The subject tried to save him, but 
could not.
(appendix con’d)
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Age: 14 Sex: Female Grade: 8 Race: African American 
Family Composition: Lives with both parents, a brother, and a sister
School violence
1. A peer at school pulled a  gun on her. She has witnessed guns and knives at 
school almost everyday.
2. She was raped at age 13 by peer.
3. She could buy a gun for about $15 if she needed one.
4. A girlfriend asked her to  go into partnership to sell drugs.
5. Most peers smoke pot at school, a few peers use crack at school.
6. She has heard about a 5-year-old bringing a gun to school.
7. She has been hit in the face by a boyfriend.
8. A boy at school pulled a  gun on her, so she brought gun to school for protection.
9. She also carries a knife to school for protection.
10. Peer fighting is often started by spreading rumors and arguments that escalate into 
physical fights.
Community violence
1. She hears gunshots almost daily, especially from the bars in the area.
2. She reports that neighbors argue and physically fight everyday. Fights often 
escalate to stabbings and shootings.
3. She has heard about drive-by shootings involving gangs.
4. Gangs in her neighborhood have threatened her.
5. Strange cars drive slow past her or her house as if they’re “thinking o f doing 
something to her.”
6. Police have to answer a call in the neighborhood almost everyday.
7. Her home has been burglarized.
8. She heard about a cousin who was stabbed.
9. It is not safe to walk around outside day or night. After school, she usually 
remains at home, which makes her feel claustrophobic.
Family violence
1. Her father abuses crack and alcohol.
2. Her father raped her. Her mother does not believe her, and she is afraid that her 
father will harm her if she presses charges.
3. Her father beats her with belts or sticks, and punches her with his fist. She 
sometimes fights back.
4. Her father beats up her mother.
5. She found her uncle after he committed suicide with a gun.
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Appendix C: SAVE - Initial Version
SCREEN FOR ADOLESCENT VIOLENCE EXPOSURE (SAVE)
AGE: ______  GRADE:   SEX:  Male  Female
RACE:___African American WHO DO YOU LIVE WITH?
White Mom and Dad Dad and stepmom
Hispanic Mom only Grandparent
Asian ___Dad only Another relative
 Other Mom and stepdad Someone other than family
FEMALE GUARDIAN'S EDUCATION MALE GUARDIAN’S EDUCATION
(check highest completed): (check highest completed):
 Middle school Middie school
Some high school Some high school
 High school degree Hkrti school degree
Some college Some college
 College degree College degree
 Graduate degree ___Graduate degree
FEMALE GUARDIAN’S SOURCE OF INCOME:______ ____________________________________
MALE GUARDIAN’S SOURCE OF INCOME: ____________________________________
We are interested in hearing about your experiences of the bad things that you have seen, heard of. or that 
have happened to you. Please read and answer trie following statements about violent things that have happened 
at home, at school, or in your neighborhood. For each statement please check the line that best describes how 
oftan these things have happened and how much they have bothered you. For example, if you ‘have seen 
someone carry a gun —at school" sometimes, you would check the line that says sometimes , then if it bothers 
you a lot. you would check the line that says a lot. If you check the line that says never, then go on to the next 
statement without checking how much it bothers you.
HOW OFTEN IT HAPPENS HOW MUCH IT BOTHERS ME
1. I have seen someone carry a gun___
•a t my school
• in my home
• in my neighborhood
2. Someone my age has threatened to kill me___
-a t my school
- in my home
- in my neighborhood
3 Someone my age has beaten me up___
•a t my school
- in my home
- in my neighborhood
4. Someone has pulled a gun on me___
•a t my school
- in my home
• in my neighborhood
5. Someone has stolen my personal things___
-a t my school 
•in my home
• in my neighborhood
6. Someone my age threatens to beat me up-----
-a t  my school
• in my home
- in my neighborhood
■f /  /  » »*
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HOW OFTEN IT HAPPENS HOW MUCH IT BOTHERS ME
7. I have b u n  shot___
-a tm y  school 
-in my home 
-in  my neighborhood
8. I have Man the police arrest someone____
-a tm y  school 
-in my home 
-in  my neighborhood
9. I feel sa le ------
- a t  my school
- in my home
-in  my neighborhood
10. Grownups hit m e___
- a t  my school
- in my home
-in  my neighborhood
11.1 have seen someone threaten to kill someone___
- a t  my school
- in my home
-  in my neighborhood
12. Someone my age hits me___
- a t  my school
- in my home
- in my neighborhood
13. Grownups beat me up___
- a t  my school 
-in  my home
- in my neighborhood
14 .1 have seen a kid threaten to kill a  grownup___
- a t  my school
- in my home
- in my neighborhood
15.1 have seen a  dead body___
- a t  my school
- in my home
- in my neighborhood
16 .1 have seen someone get killed____
-a tm y  school
-  in my home
- in my neighborhood
1 7 .1 have seen a  grownup hita kid____
- a t  my school
-  in my home
-in  my neighborhood
18.1 have heard about someone getting shot___
• at my school
- in my home
-  in my neighborhood
19. Someone has pulled a  knife on m e___
- a t  my school 
-in  my home
- in my neighborhood
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HOW OFTEN IT HAPPENS HOW MUCH IT BOTHERS ME
20 .1 hav« smti a  kid get yanked around by a  grownup------
- a t m y s c h o o l _______
-in  my home ___ __
-in  my n e ig h b o rh o o d _______
21. Grownups threaten to beat me up___
- a t  my school _______
-inm y home ___ ___
-in  my n e ig h b o rh o o d ________
22 .1 have had shots fired at me------
- a t  my school ___ ___
-m m yhonw ___ ___
- in  my neighborhood ___ ___
23. I hava saansomaone carry a  knife-----
- a t  my school ___ ___
- in my homa ___ ___
-  in my neighbo r h o o d _______
24 .1 hava saan somaona gat shot-----
- a t  my school ___ ___
-in  my homa ___ ___
- in my neighborhood ___ ___
2 5 .1 hava been attacked with a  knife___
- a t  my school ___ ___
-in  my homa ___ ___
-in  my neighborhood ___ ___
2 6 .1 have seen a kid hita grownup___
- a t  my school ___ ___
- in my homa ___ __
-  in my neighborhood ___ ___
2 7 .1 hava saan people scream at each other___
- a t  my school ___ ___
- in my homa ___ __
-in  my neighborhood ___ __
28. i hava seen somaona pull a gun on someone else-----
- a t  my school ___ __
- in my homa _ ___
- in my neighborhood ___ __
2 9 .1 hava seen somaona get beat up___
- a t  my school ___ ___
- in my homa ___ ___
-in  my neighborhood ___ ___
30. Grownups threaten to kill m e___
- a t  my school ___ __
-in  my homa ___ __
- in my neighborhood ___ __
31. I have heard about someone getting killed___
- a t  my school ___ ___
- in my homa ___ __
- in my neighborhood ___ ___
32 .1 hava heard about someone getting attacked with a  knife-----
- a t  my school ___ ___
-in my homa_________ ___ __
-in  my neighborhood ___ ___
I
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33 .1 haw  heard about someone getting beat up. . .
* s t  my school________ __
- in my home_________ __
* in my neighborhood __
34. i have m di a grownup threaten to WH a  kid. —
-atm yschool __
- in my homa_________ __
-  in my neighborhood __
35.1 hava saan somaona pull a  knife on somaona aisa___
-atm yschool _______ __
- in my horn*_________ __
-in  my neighborhood __
36.1 hava baan sariously injured-----
-atm yschool________ __
- in my homa_________ __
-  in my naighhorhood __
37.1 hava saan somaona get attacked with a  knife___
-atm yschool________ __
- in my homa_________ __
-in  my neighborhood __
38. I hear gunshots___
- a t  my school________ __
- in my homa_________ __
- in my naighhorhood __
39. I hava seen somaona threaten to kill themself.
-atm yschool________ __
- in my homa_________ __
- in my neighborhood __
40. I hava seen somaona get seriously injured-----
-atm yschool________ __
- in my homa_________ __
-  in my neighborhood __
41. I have run for cover when people started shooting___
-atm yschool________ __
- in my homa_________ __
-  in my neighborhood __
42. Grownups scream a t m e-----
-atm yschool________ __
- in my home_________ __
-  in my neighborhood __
43. 1 have heard of somaona carrying a  gun___
-atm yschool________ __
-  in my neighborhood __
44. Gangs have threatened me-----
- a t  school___________ __
- in my neighborhood __
45. My house has been broken into._______________ __
46. It is safe to walk atone in my neighborhood
at night_____________________________________
47. I hava seen a carjacking._____________________ __
48. I have saen a  family member gat killed.____________
HOW OFTEN IT HAPPENS HOW MUCH H  BPIHEB&lff
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49. A family member has had their life threatened.
50. I haw  seen a  drfw-by shooting^
51. Shots haw  baan firad a t my house.
52. Somaona has triad to run m aow r with a car.
53. I haw saan a  family member get sfabbed.
54. I haw heard about a  family member getting killed.
55. I faal safawaddng to  and from school.
55. My neighbors shoot a t  each other. -
57. I haw saan a  family mambar gat shot
58. My mom or dad say thay wish lhadnaw r 
baan bom.
59. It is safe to walk alone in my neighborhood in 
the daytime.
60. My mom or dad haw  said thay hata me.
8 1 .1 worry that a  family mambar will get killed.
62. Somaona has waited far mo after school to hurt ma.,
83. I haw hoard about driw-by shootings in 
my neighborhood.
84. I haw heard about a  family member galling shot 
65. A family member has failed themsatf.
86. My mom or dad has told me I’m no good.
67. I haw hoard about a  friend of mine getting shot
68. I haw heard that a  friend has killed themsad.
69. Someone I haw  dated has hit ma in the face.
70. Someone I haw  dated has beaten me up.
71. Someone I haw  dated has threatened to kill me.
72.1 have seen a  friend of mine get killed.
73 .1 haw heard about a  family member getting stabbed..
74 .1 haw seen a  friend of mine get shot 
75. My mom or dad scream at me.
76 .1 have heard about a  friend of mine getting tailed.
77. A friend of mine has had their life threatened.
78. Things in my housa haw  baan stotan.
79. I have seen a  family member get robbed.
80. I haw stayed homefiom school or cutdass 
to avoid someone who might hurt me.
81. I haw saan a  friend of mine gat stabbed.
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Appendix D
Informed Consent
Dear Parent and Adolescent
A study will be conducted tomorrow at your child’s school on how witnessing or 
hearing about violence in the community may affect teenagers’ mood or ability to 
concentrate in school. The study is being conducted by researchers from the LSU 
Department of Psychology. This project has been funded by a grant at the Office o f Public 
Health, and has been approved by both your principal and by the East Baton Rouge Parish 
School Board. The purpose of the study is to develop a screening questionnaire on 
exposure to violence that can be used for teenagers who see counselors.
What your child will be asked to do is to complete a 81-question survey, that takes 
15-30 minutes to complete depending on your child’s reading level. Examples of 
questions asked are: ‘T have seen someone carry a gun”, ‘T have heard about someone 
getting shot”. Your child will not be asked to write his or her name on the questionnaire. 
You and your child’s privacy will be respected- We are not interested in connecting your 
child’s name with the information they give. We are only interested in finding out what’s 
going on, not the name of the person providing the information. If for some reason, the 
questions are upsetting to your child, counseling will be made available.
The results of this research can be made available to you if you are interested. If 
you have any questions about the study you can call Ten Hastings at 388-8745. She is 
the lead research person for this project.
I f  you grant permission for your child to participate in this study please sign the 
bottom o f this form and send it back to the school office.
(Parent signature) (Adolescent signature)
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Appendix E
SAVE Item Frequencies
___________________ Item_________________
1. I have seen someone carry a gun.
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency
2. Someone my age has threatened to kill me.
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency
3. Someone my age has beaten me up.
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency
4. Someone has pulled a gun on me.
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency
3. Someone has stolen my personal things.
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency
(ap p en d ix  c o n 'd )
Never 
n (%)
Hardly Ever Sometimes A lot Almost Always 
 ni%)L_ ___!Li%! n (%) n (%)
578(56.0) 
507(48.9) 
233 (22.5)
200(19.4)
146(14.1)
111(10.7)
197(19.1) 
203 (19.6) 
251 (24.2)
30(2.9)
77(7.4)
210(20.3)
28(2.7) 
95 (9.2) 
228 (22.0)
919 (88.7) 
934 (90.2) 
884 (85.3)
58(5.6) 
50 (4.8) 
71 (6.9)
37(3.6) 
31(3.0) 
48 (4.6)
14(1.4) 
10(1.0) 
22 (2.1)
3 (0.3) 
5(0.5) 
8 (0.8)
917(88.5) 
949(91.6) 
926 (89.4)
79(7.6) 
48(4.6) 
64 (6.2)
16(1.5) 
19(1.8) 
25 (2.4)
10(1.0)
5(0.5)
4(0.4)
10(1.0)
8(0.8)
11(1.1)
977(94.3) 
953 (92.0) 
816 (78.8)
22(2.1) 
34 (3.3) 
113(10.9)
19(1.8) 
31 (3.0) 
72 (6.9)
7(0.7) 
4 (0.4) 
21 (2.0)
2(0.2) 
4 (0.4) 
7(0.7)
354 (34.2) 
603 (58.2) 
623(60.1)
212 (20.5) 
161 (15.5) 
156(15.1)
200(27.8) 
152 (14.7) 
120(11.6)
114(11.0) 
61 (5.9) 
66 (6.4)
62 (6.0) 
46(4.4) 
54(5.2)
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6. Someone my age has threatened to beat me up
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency
7. I have been shot.
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency
8. I have seen the police arrest someone
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency
9. I feel safe
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency
10. Grownups hit me
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency
11. I have seen someone threaten to kill someone
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency
(a p p en d ix  c o n ’d )
Never
JU%1
Hardly Ever Sometimes A lot
n (%) n (%) n (%}
Almost Always
-  n W - . .
641 (61.9) 
882(85.1) 
757 (73.1)
182 (17.6) 
61(5.9) 
119(11.5)
109(10.5) 
50(4.8) 
83 (8.0)
58 (5.6) 
19 (1.8) 
41 (4.0)
42(4.1)
17(1.6)
31(3.0)
1020(98.5) 
1007 (97.2) 
980(94.6)
7 (0.7) 
110.1) 
26(2.5)
1(0.1)
8(0.8)
15(1.4)
0 (0.0) 
2(0.2) 
4(0.4)
4 (0.4) 
3(0.3) 
7(0.7)
346 (33.4) 
638 (61.6) 
174 (16.8)
227(21.9)
105(10.1)
121(11.7)
269(26.0)
115(11.1)
266(25.7)
113 (10.9) 
91 (8.8) 
230 (22.2)
0(0,0) 
76(7.3) 
241 (23.3)
296 (28.6) 
177(17.1) 
318 (30.7)
102 (9.8) 
38(3.7) 
106(10.2)
325 (31.4) 
147 (14.2) 
283 (27.3)
151 (14.6) 
226 (21.8) 
139 (13.4)
151 (14.6) 
440(42.5) 
172 (16.6)
949(91.6) 
729 (70.4) 
966 (93.2)
35 (3.4) 
146(14.1) 
23 (2.2)
26 (2.5) 
107(10.3) 
21 (2.0)
12(1.2) 
25 (2.4) 
6(0.6)
8 (0.8) 
24 (2.3) 
12 (1.2)
608 (59.0) 
780(76.2) 
501 (48.6)
109(10.5)
84(8.2)
113(11.0)
173 (16.8) 
68(6.6) 
163 (15.8)
87 (8.4) 
53 (5.2) 
133 (12.9)
53 (5.1) 
39 (3.8) 
120(11.7)
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Item
12. Someone my age hits me
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency
13. Grownups beat me up
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency
14. I have seen a kid threaten to kill a grownup
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency
15.1 have seen a dead body
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency
16. I have seen someone get killed
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency
17. I have seen a grownup hit a kid
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency
(a p p en d ix  c o n ’d )
Never Hardly Ever Sometimes A lot Almost Always 
n (%) JL(!/o),   nJ2Q n (%) n (%)
810(78.6) 
862 (83.8) 
859(83.6)
127 (12.3) 
88 (8.6) 
87(8.5)
61 (5.9) 
45 (4.4) 
54(5.3)
15(1.5)
18(17)
12(1.2)
18(1.7)
16(1.6)
16(1.6)
1011(98.0) 
982(95.2) 
1018 (98.7)
9(0.9)
17(1.6)
4 (0.4)
7 (0.7) 
17(1.6) 
3 (0.3)
2 (0.2) 
9(0.9) 
1 (0.1)
3 (0.3) 
7 (0.7) 
5(0.5)
652(63.3)
850(82.7)
604(58.7)
113(11.0) 
51 (5.0) 
96 (9.3)
148(14.4) 
58 (5.6) 
134 (13.0)
63(6.1) 
37(3.6) 
101 (9.8)
54(5.2)
32(3.1)
94(9.1)
976(94.4) 
901 (87.2) 
721 (69.6)
13 (1.3) 
37 (3.6) 
116(11.2)
19 (1.8) 
50 (4.8) 
99 (9.6)
14(1.4)
31(3.0)
56(5.4)
12(1.2) 
14(1.4) 
44 (4.2)
980(94.8) 
951 (92.0) 
786(75.9)
26 (2.5) 
33 (3.2) 
92 (8.9)
13 (1.3) 
28 (2.7) 
68 (6.6)
8 (0.8) 
12(1.2) 
51(4.9)
7 (0.7) 
10(1.0) 
38(3.7)
598(58.3)
494(48.1)
318(31.0)
134(13.1) 
136(13.2) 
123 (12.0)
151 (14.7) 
188 (18.3) 
226 (22,0)
68(6.6)
115(11.2)
172(16.8)
74(7.2)
94(9.2)
186(18.1)
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Item
18. I have heard about someone getting shot
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency
19. Someone has pulled knife on me
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency
20. I have seen a kid yanked around by a grownup
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency
21. Grownups threaten to beat me up
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency 
- 22. I have had shots fried at me
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency
23. 1 have seen someone carry a knife
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency
(a p p en d ix  c o n ’d )
Never Hardly Ever Sometimes A lot Almost Always 
n (%) _D_i%)  n (%) n (%)
324(31.4) 
446 (43.4) 
200(19.4)
117(11.3)
93(9.1)
80(7.8)
161 (15.6) 
153 (14.9) 
170(16.5)
172 (16.7) 
135 (13.1) 
218(21.1)
257(24.9)
200(19.5)
365(35.3)
949(91.9) 
914 (88.6) 
860 (83.3)
34(3.3)
58(5.6)
67(6.5)
26(2.5) 
35(3.4) 
45 (4.4)
12 (1.2) 
16(1.6) 
39 (3.8)
12(1.2) 
9(0.9) 
21 (2.0)
577 (55.7) 
639(61.7) 
388 (37.5)
115(11.1) 
114(11.0) 
112 91.8)
151 (14.6) 
114(11.0) 
187(18.1)
98(5) 
77 (7.4) 
172 (16.6)
91 (8.8) 
86(8.3) 
175 (16.9)
991 (95.7) 
966(93.2) 
959(92.6)
19(1.8)
20(1.9)
34(3.3)
14(1.4)
22(2.1)
15(1.4)
3(0.3) 
12 (1.2) 
12 (1.2)
7 (0.7) 
14(1.4) 
14(1.4)
991 (95.7) 
959 (92.6) 
821 (79.2)
15(1.4)
28(2.7)
72(6.9)
9(0.9)
22(2.1)
75(7.2)
8(0.8)
10(1.0)
34(3.3)
9(0.9) 
14(1.4) 
31 (3.0)
433(41.8) 
617 (59.6) 
354 (34.2)
145(14.0)
109(10.5)
106(10.2)
223 (21.5) 
133 (12.8) 
210(20.3)
119(11.5)
84(8.1)
164(15.8)
112(10.8) 
87 (8.4) 
199(19.2)
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24. I have seen someone get shot
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency
25. I have been attacked with a knife
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency
26. I have seen a kid hit a grownup
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency
27. I have seen people scream at each other
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency
28. I have seen someone pull a gun on someone else
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency
29. 1 have seen someone get beat up
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency
(a p p en d ix  c o n 'd )
Never Hardly Ever Sometimes A lot Almost Always 
nj% ) _ n  flfl... n (%)  n (%) _n_(%) .
952 (91.9) 
916 (88.4) 
713 (68.8)
33 (3.2) 
37 (3.6) 
76(7.3)
23 (2.2) 
34(3.3) 
104(10.0)
11(1.1)
22(2.1)
74(7.1)
12(1.2) 
21 (2.0) 
67(6.5)
994 (95.9) 
977(94.3) 
952 (91.9)
22(2.1) 
27(2.6) 
34 (3.3)
8 (0.8) 
14(1.4) 
23 (2.2)
6 (0.6) 
10(1.0) 
15(1.4)
3 (0.3) 
4(0.4) 
7(0.7)
642 (62.0) 
768(74.1) 
528 (51.0)
128 (12.4) 
81 (7.8) 
101 (9.7)
145(14.0) 
92(8.9) 
153 (14.8)
58 (5.6) 
39(3.8) 
118(11.4)
58 (5.6) 
50(4.8) 
132 (12.7)
189 (18.2) 
255 (24.6) 
166 (16.0)
61 (5.9) 
138 (13.3) 
79(7.6)
173 (16.7) 
208(20.1) 
145(14.0)
225 (21.7) 
148(1.43) 
223 (21.5)
382 (36.9) 
278(26.8) 
417 (40.3)
802 (77.4) 
827 (79.8) 
517 (49.9)
97(9.4) 
60 (5.8) 
117(11.3)
59(5.7)
63(6.1)
150(14.5)
32 (3.1) 
32(3.1) 
114(11.0)
41 (4.0) 
45 (4.3) 
134(12.9)
127 (12.3) 
625 (60.3) 
246(23.7)
57(5.5)
88(8.5)
72(6.9)
209(20.2) 
95(9.2) 
191 (18.4)
278(26.8) 
81 (7.8) 
202(19.5)
359(34.7)
136(13,1)
319(30.8)
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30. Grownups threaten to kill me
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency
31.1 have heard about someone getting killed
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency
32. I have heard about someone getting attacked with a knife
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency
33. I have heard about someone getting beat up
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency
34. 1 have seen a grownup threaten to kill a kid
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency
33. I have someone pull a knife on someone else
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency
(ap p en d ix  c o n ’d)
Never 
n (%)
Hardly Ever 
n (%)
Sometimes 
n (%>
A lot 
n (%>
Almost Alway 
n (%)
1006(97.1) 
986(95.2) 
971 (93.7)
8(0.8) 
20(1.9) 
21 (2.0)
7(0.7)
15(1.4)
16(1.5)
5(0.5)
9(0.9)
9(0.9)
8(0.8)
5(0.5)
17(1.6)
377(36.4)
507(48.9)
259(25.0)
118(11.4) 
93 (9.0) 
97 (9.4)
192 (18.5) 
156(15.1) 
187918.1)
135(13.0)
107(10.3)
212(20.5)
211 (20.4) 
166 (16.0) 
279 (26.9)
527 (50.9) 
667 (64.4) 
454(43.8)
150 (14.5) 
116 (11,2) 
123(11.9)
176 (17.0) 
111(10.7) 
169(16.3)
82(7.9) 
66(6.4) 
143 (13.8)
98 (9.5) 
71 (6.9) 
141 (13.6)
134(12.9)
532(51.4)
249(24.0)
60(5.8) 
106(10.2) 
75 (7.2)
195 (18.8) 
96(9.3) 
143 (13.8)
230(22.2)
105(10.1)
208(20.1)
416(40.2) 
192 (18.5) 
360(34.7)
925(89.3) 
926 (89.4) 
834(80.5)
46(4.4) 
37 (3.6) 
55 (5.3)
29(2.8)
36(3.5)
77(7.4)
13(1.3) 
13 (1.3) 
26(2.5)
18(1.7) 
20(1.9) 
41 (4.0)
7% (76.0) 
842(81.3) 
644(62.2)
87 (8.4) 
65(6.3) 
120(11.6)
82 (7.9) 
57(5.5) 
125(12.1)
35(3.4)
35(3.4)
60(6.6)
32 (3.1) 
32(3.1) 
76(7.3)
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Item
36. I have been badly hurt
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency
37. I have seen someone get attacked with a knife
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency
38. I hear gunshots
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency
39. I have seen someone threaten to kill themselves
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency
40. I have seen someone get badly hurt
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency
41. I have run for cover when people started shooting
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency
(a p p en d ix  c o n ’d )
Never Hardly Ever Sometimes A lot Almost Always 
n (% ) ... n, (% )_   n_12a n (%) . n (%)
876(85.0)
800(77.2)
808(78.0)
78 (7.6) 
105(10.1) 
82 (7.9)
46(4.4) 
62 (6.0) 
55(5.3)
13 (1.3) 
32(3.1) 
38(3.7)
18(1.7)
30(2.9)
46(4.4)
916 (88.4) 
918(88.6) 
803 (77.5)
54(5.2)
50(4.8)
74(7.1)
38 (3.7) 
35 (3.4) 
79(7.6)
9 (0.9) 
16(1.5) 
38(3.7)
16(1.5)
13(1.3)
39(3.8)
715(69.0) 
510(49.2) 
135 (13.0)
96(9.3) 
81 (7.8) 
107 (10.3)
53(5.1) 
133 (12.8) 
207(20.0)
53(5.1) 
102 (9.8) 
198(19.1)
110(10.6) 
203 (19.6) 
385 (37.2)
853 (82.3) 
838(80.9) 
759 (73.3)
60 (5.8) 
63(6.1) 
81 (7.8)
58 (5.6) 
56(5.4) 
81 (7.8)
23 (2.2) 
27(2.6) 
50(4.8)
36(3.5)
46(4.4)
60(5.8)
604 (58.3) 
705(68.1) 
481 (46.4)
129 (12.5) 
94(9.1) 
97 (9.4)
141 (13.6) 
112(10.8) 
183 (17.7)
79(7.6)
58(5,6)
129(12.5)
75(7.2)
62(6.0)
139(13.4)
824 (79.5) 
768 (74.1) 
470 (45.4)
62 (6.0) 
62 (6.0) 
108 (10.4)
41 (4.0) 
60 (5.8) 
160 (15.4)
34(3.3)
49(4.7)
114(11.0)
66(6.4) 
87 (8.4) 
178(17.2)
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42. Grownups scream at me
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency
43. I have heard of someone carrying a gun
school frequency 
home frequency 
neighborhood frequency
44. Gangs threaten me
school frequency 
neighborhood frequency 
43. My house has been broken into.
46. Safe to walk alone in my neighborhood at night.
47. I have seen a carjacking.
48. I have seen a family member get killed.
49. A family member has had their life threatened.
30. I have seen a drive-by shooting.
31. Shots have been fired at my house.
32. Someone has tried to run me over with a car.
33. I have seen a family member get attacked with a knife.
(a p p en d ix  c o n ’d )
Never Hardly Ever Sometimes A lot Almost Always
n (%)  U % )_  n (%) n (%) n (%)
644(62.2) 
436(44.0) 
782 (75.5)
117(11.3) 
181 (17.5) 
80(7.7)
113(10.9) 
166 (16,0) 
57 (5.5)
68(6.6)
110(10.6)
35(3.4)
89(8.6)
119(11.5)
75(7.2)
389 (37.5) 
343 (52.6) 
311(30.0)
142 (13.7) 
99(9.6) 
83 (8,0)
208(20,1)
139(13.4)
159(15.3)
126(12.2)
84(8.1)
168(16.2)
161 (15.5) 
160(15.4) 
301(29.1)
945 (91.2) 
933 (90.1) 
635 (61.3)
28(2,7) 
30(2.9) 
232 (22.4)
23 (2.2) 
30(2.9) 
103 (9.9)
12 (1.2) 
18(1.7) 
38(3.7)
23 (2.2) 
22(2.1) 
25(2.4)
414 (40.0) 117(11.3) 287 (27.7) 91 (8.8) 123(11.9)
767 (74.0) 80(7.7) 79(7.6) 55(5.3) 48(4.6)
894(86.3) 56(5.4) 39(3.8) 21 (2.0) 24(2.3)
558(53.9) 168(16.2) 177(17.1) 70(6.8) 62 (6.0)
666(64.3) 124 (12.0) 111(10.7) 71 (6.9) 64 (6.2)
899(86.8) 58(5.6) 33 (3.2) 22(2.1) 23 (2.2)
828(79.9) 110(10.6) 68(6.6) 15(1.4) 14(1.4)
874(84.4) 76(7.3) 56(5.4) 17(1.6) 10(1.0)
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___________________ Item______________________
54. I've heard about a family member getting killed.
55. I feel safe walking to and from school.
56. My neighbors shoot at each other.
57. I have seen a family member get shot.
58. My mom or dad say they wish I had never been bom.
59. It is safe to walk alone in my neighborhood in the daytime.
60. My mom or dad say they hate me.
61. I worry that a family member will get killed.
62. Someone has waited after school to hurt me.
63. I have heard about drive-by shootings in my neighborhood.
64. I have heard about a family member getting shot.
65. A family member has killed themselves.
66 My mom or dad has told me that I’m no good.
67. 1 have heard about a friend of mine getting killed.
68. 1 have heard that a friend has killed themselves.
69. Someone I have dated has hit me in the face.
70. Someone I have dated has beat me up.
(a p p en d ix  c o n ’d )
Never 
n (%)
Hardly Ever 
n (%)
460 (44.4) 235 (22.7)
370 (35.7) 106(10.2)
853 (82.3) 62 (6.0)
883 (85.2) 67(6.5)
901 (87.0) 54 (5.2)
236 (22,8) 62 (6.0)
890 (85.9) 45 (4.3)
418 (40.3) 87 (8.4)
823 (79.4) 91 (8.8)
449 (43.3) 121(11.7)
575 (55.5) 174 (16.8)
902(87.1) 60(5.8)
842 (81.3) 58(5.6)
476 (45.9) 180(17.4)
836 (80.7) 92(8.9)
823 (79.8) 95(9.2)
927 (89.5) 37(3.6)
A lot 
n (%>
Almost Always 
n (%)
77(7.4) 47 (4.5)
116(11.2) 175(16.9)
23 (2.2) 22(2.1)
20(1.9) 14(1.4)
18(1.7) 20(1.9)
157 (15.2) 306(29.5)
25 (2.4) 25(2.4)
138 (13,3) 159(15.3)
28 (2.7) 34 (3.3)
126(12,2) 132 (12.7)
58(5.6) 42(4.1)
14 (1.4) 17(1.6)
36 (3.5) 37 (3.6)
89(8.6) 64 (6.2)
24 (2.3) 20(1.9)
27(2.6) 28(2.7)
15(1.4) 24(2.3)
Sometimes
 !Li2@
211(20.4)
261 (25,2)
60(5.8)
49(4.7)
41 (4.0)
268(25,9)
41 (4.0)
222 (21.4)
51(4.9)
204(19.7)
174(16.8)
28(2.7)
59(5.7)
221 (21.3)
59(5.7)
58(5,6)
30(2.9)
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___________________ Item____________________
71. Someone 1 have dated has threatened to kill me.
72. 1 have seen a friend of mine get killed.
73. I have heard about a family member getting killed.
74. I have seen a friend of mine get shot.
73. My mom or dad scream at me.
76. 1 have heard about a friend of mine getting killed.
77. A friend of mine has had their life threatened.
78. Things in my house have been stolen.
79. I have seen a family member get robbed.
80. I have stayed home or cut class to avoid someone who 
might hurt me.
81. I have seen a friend of mine get attacked with a knife.
Never
... n l% i.
892(86.1) 
909 (87.7) 
744(71.8) 
862 (83.2) 
485 (46.8) 
628 (60.6) 
381 (36.1) 
550(53.1) 
821 (79.2) 
939(90.6)
925 (89.3)
Hardly Ever 
.. . »_(%)_
48 (4.6) 
43 (4.2) 
134 (12.9) 
58(5.6) 
204 (19.7) 
132 (12.7) 
146(14.2) 
206(19.9) 
82 (7.9) 
33 (3.2)
43 (4.2)
Sometimes 
... n_I?/5)
42(4.1) 
41 (4.0) 
82(7.9) 
55(5.3) 
159(15.3) 
142(13.7) 
158(15.3) 
170(16.4) 
68(6.6) 
26(2.5)
27(2.6)
A lot
30(2.9) 
20(1.9) 
43 (4.2) 
29(2.8) 
89(8.6) 
64(6.2) 
86(8.3) 
64(6.2) 
32(3.1) 
12( 1.2)
18(1.7)
Almost Always 
-JU M L .
22 (2.1) 
18(1.7) 
28(2,7) 
24(2.3)
95 (9.2) 
61(5.9) 
58(5.6) 
38(3.7)
27 (2.6)
23 (2.2)
19(1.8)
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Appendix F
SAVE Item Means
High School Junior High School Total Sample
Item Bovs Girls Total Bovs Girls Total Bovs Girls Total
1. I have seen someone carry a gun.
at school 1.08 0.80 0.91 0.52 0.61 0.57 0.83 0.72 0.77
at home 1.27 1.11 1.17 1.18 0.98 1.07 1.23 1.06 1.13
in the neighborhood 2.38 1.96 2.13 2.13 1.92 2.02 2.27 1.95 2.09
2. Someone my age has threatened to kill me.
at school 0.29 0.16 0.21 0.11 0.15 0.13 0.21 0.16 0.18
at home 0.18 0.19 0.19 0.08 0.14 0.11 0.14 0.17 0,16
in the neighborhood 0.34 0.21 0.26 0.28 0.22 0.25 0.31 0.21 0.26
3. Someone my age has beaten me up.
at school 0.26 0.10 0.16 0.21 0.18 0.19 0.24 0.13 0.18
at home 0.10 0.11 0.11 .012 0.20 0.16 0.11 0.14 0.13
in the neighborhood 0.22 0.08 0.14 0.23 0.18 0.21 0.23 0.12 0.17
4. Someone has pulled a gun on me.
at school 0.17 0.07 0.11 0.08 0.03 0.05 0.13 0,05 0.09
at home 0.17 0.13 0.14 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.13 0.11 0.12
in the neighborhood 0.55 0.24 0.37 0.41 0.19 0.29 0.49 0.22 0.34
S. Someone has stolen my personal things.
at school 1.32 1.35 1.34 1.49 1.20 1.34 1.39 1.30 1.34
at home 0.82 0.87 0.85 0.77 0.76 0.76 0.80 0.83 0.81
in the neighborhood 0.94 0.58 0.72 1.05 0.77 0.90 0.99 0.65 0.79
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6. Someone my age has threatened to beat me up
at school 0.82 0.63 0.71 0.81 0.66 0.73 0.82 0.65 0.72
at home 0.29 0.25 0.27 0.25 0.32 0.29 0.27 0.28 0.28
in the neighborhood 0.59 0,40 0.47 0.67 0.50 0.58 0.62 0.44 0.52
7. I have been shot.
at school 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.05 0.01 0,03 0,03 0.02 0.02
at home 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.08 0.02 0.05 0.06 0.03 0.04
ia the neighborhood 
8. I have seen the police arrest someone
0.18 0.05 0.10 0,13 0.04 0.08 0,16 0.04 0.09
at school 1.48 1.33 1.39 1.33 1.31 1.32 1.41 1.32 1.36
at home 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.94 1.05 1.00 0.87 0.90 0.89
in the neighborhood 2.28 2.04 2.14 2.44 2.31 2.37 2.35 2.15 2.24
9. I feel safe
at school 1.88 1.62 1.72 2.06 1.63 1.83 1.96 1.62 1.76
at home 2.73 2.66 2.69 2.83 2.59 2.70 2.77 2.64 2.69
in the neighborhood 1.89 1.77 1.82 1.73 1.56 1.64 1.82 1.69 1.75
10. Grownups hit me
at school 0.15 0.11 0.13 0,26 0.12 0.18 0,20 0.11 0.15
at home 0.34 0.50 0.44 0.45 0.79 0.63 0.39 0.61 0,52
in the neighborhood 0.10 0.11 0.10 0.17 0.16 0.16 0.13 0.13 0.13
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11.1 have seen someone threaten to kill someone
at school 1.28 0.81 1.00 0,92 0.62 0.76 1.12 0.74 0.90
at home 0.62 0.47 0.53 0,52 0.51 0.51 0.58 0.48 0.52
in the neighborhood 1.56 1.01 1.23 1.45 1.27 1.36 1.51 1.11 1.28
12. Someone my age hits me
at school 0.37 0.21 0.27 0.55 0.40 0.47 0.45 0.28 0.35
at home 0.30 0.18 0.23 0.39 0.36 0.37 0.34 0,25 0.29
in the neighborhood 0.34 0.18 0.24 0.47 0.24 0.35 0.40 0,21 0.29
13. Grownups beat me up
at school 0.05 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04
at home 0.08 0.14 0.11 0.04 0.13 0.09 0.06 0.13 0.10
in the neighborhood 0.05 0.03 0.04 0.69 0.01 0.02 0.04 0,02 0.03
14. I have seen a kid threaten to kill a grownup
at school 0.97 0.71 0.82 0,69 0.81 0.75 0.85 0.75 0.79
at home 0.55 0.25 0.37 0.37 0.48 0.43 0.47 0.34 0.39
in the neighborhood 1.21 0.72 0.92 1.21 1.10 1.15 1.21 0.87 1,01
15.1 have seen a dead body
at school 0.26 0.10 0.16 0.12 0.08 0.10 0,20 0.09 0.14
at home 0.35 0.28 0.31 0.21 0.25 0.23 0.29 0.27 0.28
in the neighborhood 0.76 0.50 0.60 0.64 0.72 0.68 0.71 0,58 0.64
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16. I have seen someone get killed
at school 0.14 0.10 0.12 0.08 0,08 0,08 0.12 0.09 0.10
at home 0.17 0.13 0.15 0.12 0.22 0.18 0.15 0.17 0.16
in the neighborhood 0.58 0.36 0.45 0.57 0.64 0.61 0.58 0.47 0.51
17. I have seen a grownup hit a kid
at school 1.00 0.92 0.95 0.79 0.92 0,86 0.91 0.92 0.91
at home 1.20 1.37 1.30 0.73 1.33 1.05 0.99 1.35 1.20
in the neighborhood 1.75 1.89 1.83 1.54 1,88 1.73 1.66 1.89 1.79
18. I have heard about someone getting shot
at school 2.22 2.18 2.19 1.58 1.48 1.53 1.94 1.91 1.92
at home 1.55 1.66 1.62 1.43 1.53 1.48 1.50 1.61 1.56
in the neighborhood 2,61 2.46 2.52 2.42 2.30 2.36 2.53 2.40 2.45
19. Someone has pulled knife on me
at school 0.28 0.14 0.20 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.21 0.13 0,16
at home 0.27 0.20 0.23 0.14 0.20 0.18 0,21 0,20 0.21
in the neighborhood 0.42 0.23 0.31 0.53 0.30 0.41 0.47 0.26 0.35
20. I have seen a kid yanked around by a grownup
at school 1.23 1.05 1.12 0.89 0.96 0.93 1.08 1.01 1.04
at home 0.90 0.98 0.95 0.60 0.98 0.81 0.77 0,98 0,89
in the neighborhood 1.54 1.64 1.60 1,46 1.92 1.71 1.51 1.75 1.65
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21. Grownups threaten to beat me up
at school 0.12 0.07 0.09 0.08 0.06 0.07 0.10 0.07 0.08
at home 0.09 0,20 0.16 0.05 0.21 0.14 0.07 0.21 0.15
in the neighborhood 0.22 0.13 0.16 0.10 0.15 0.13 0.17 0.14 0.15
I have had shots fired at me
at school 0.15 0.10 0.12 0.08 0.03 0.05 0.12 0.07 0.09
at home 0.27 0.13 0.19 0.15 0.06 0.10 0.22 O.U 0.15
in the neighborhood 0.75 0.22 0.43 0.63 0.27 0.44 0.70 0.24 0.43
I have seen someone carry a knife
at school 1.67 1.59 1.62 0.93 0.99 0.96 1.34 1,36 1.35
at home 1.00 1.00 1.00 0,78 0.94 0.87 0.90 0.98 0.95
in the neighborhood 1.93 1.62 1.75 1.87 1.69 1.77 1.90 1.65 1.76
I have seen someone get shot
at school 0.18 0.14 0.16 0.21 0.11 0.16 0.19 0,13 0.16
at home 0.29 0.23 0.26 0.26 0.21 0.24 0.28 0.22 0.25
in the neighborhood 0.76 0.62 0.68 0.90 0.82 0.86 0.82 0.70 0.75
I have been attacked with a knife
at school 0.09 0.05 0.07 0.06 0.07 0.07 0.08 0.06 0.07
at home 0.10 0.09 0.09 0.08 0.13 O.U 0.09 0.10 0.10
in the neighborhood 0.21 0.08 0.13 0.19 0.16 0.17 0.20 O.U 0.15
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26. I have seen a kid hit a grownup
at school 0.91 0.77 0.82 0.77 0.75 0.76 0,85 0.76 0,80
at home 0.63 0.54 0.57 0.39 0.69 0,55 0.52 0.60 0.57
in the neighborhood 1.36 1.00 1.15 1.36 1.43 1.40 1.36 1.17 1.25
I have seen people scream at each other
at school 2.59 2.90 2.77 2.16 2.21 2.19 2.40 2.63 2.53
at home 2.16 2.29 2.23 1.61 1.95 1.79 1.92 2.16 2.05
in the neighborhood 2.77 2.60 2.67 2.60 2.53 2.57 2.69 2,58 2.63
1 have seen someone pull a gun on someone else
at school 0.61 0.52 0.56 0.26 0.37 0.32 0.46 0.46 0.46
at home 0.56 0.43 0.48 0.32 0.48 0.40 0.45 0.45 0.45
in the neighborhood 1.48 1.09 1.25 1.35 1,20 1.27 1.42 1.13 1.25
I have seen someone get beat up
at school 2.78 2.80 2.79 2.58 2.40 2.48 2.69 2.65 2.67
at home 1.09 1.12 1.11 0.87 0.99 0.94 1.00 1.07 1.04
in the neighborhood 2.42 2.08 2.22 2.49 2.21 2.34 2.45 2.13 2.27
Grownups threaten to kill me
at school 0.14 0.04 0.08 0.03 0.05 0.04 0.09 0.05 0.07
at home 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.03 0.08 0.05 0.08 0,10 0.09
in the neighborhood 0.29 0.07 0.16 O.U 0.13 0.12 0.21 0.09 0.14
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31. I have heard about someone getting killed
at school 1.82 2.14 2.01 1.15 1.30 1.23 1.53 1.82 1.70
at home 1.41 1.53 1.48 1.02 1.28 1.16 1.24 1.44 1.35
in the neighborhood 2.22 2.20 2.21 2.03 2.08 2.06 2.14 2.15 2.15
32. 1 have heard about someone getting attacked with 
a knife
at school 1.02 1.46 1.29 0.72 0.94 0.84 0,89 1.26 1.10
at home 0.69 0.95 0.85 0,51 0.90 0.72 0.61 0,93 0.80
in the neighborhood 1.23 1.46 1.37 1.29 1.63 1.47 1.26 1.53 1.41
33. I have heard about someone getting beat up
at school 2.68 2.91 2.82 2.54 2.56 2.55 2.62 2.78 2.71
at home 1.41 1.42 1.42 l.U 1.32 1.22 1.28 1.38 1.34
in the neighborhood 2.48 2.28 2.36 2.39 2.26 2.32 2.44 2.27 2.34
34. I have seen a grownup threaten to kill a kid
at school 0.32 0.23 0.27 0.13 0.12 0.12 .024 0.19 0.21
at home 0.37 0.24 0.29 0.13 0.12 0.12 0.26 0.19 0.22
in the neighborhood 0.61 0.33 0.44 0.45 0.41 0.43 0.54 0.36 0.44
33. I have someone pull a knife on someone else
at school 0.66 0.51 0.57 0.30 0.34 0.32 0.50 0.44 0.47
at home 0.49 0.41 0.44 0.28 0.37 0.33 0.40 0.39 0.40
in the neighborhood 0.91 0.70 0.78 1,02 0.89 0.95 0.96 0.77 0.85
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41. I have ran for cover when people started shooting
at school 0.58 0.68 0.64 0.36 0.23 0.29 0.48 0.51 0.50
at home 0.74 0.69 0.71 0.66 0.52 0.59 0.70 0.63 0.66
in the neighborhood 1.56 1.44 1.49 1.56 1.20 1.36 1.56 1.35 1.44
42. Grownups scream at me
at school 0.85 0.84 0.84 0,83 1.01 0.93 0.84 0.90 0.88
at home 1.14 1.41 1.31 0.98 1.46 1.24 1.07 1.43 1.28
in the neighborhood 0.65 0.46 0.54 0.60 0.69 0.65 0.63 0.55 0.58
43. I have heard of someone carrying a gun
at school 1.71 1.69 1.70 1.14 1.45 1.31 1.46 1.60 1.54
at home 1.39 1.26 1.32 1.10 1.13 1.12 1.27 1.21 1.24
in the neighborhood 2.27 2.07 2.15 1.85 2.00 1.93 2.08 2.05 2.06
44. Gangs threaten me
at school 0.33 0.10 0.19 0.23 0.18 0.20 0.28 0.13 0,20
at home 0.37 0.13 0.22 0.31 0.15 0.23 0.34 0.14 0.22
45. My house has been broken into. 0.65 0.62 0.63 0.61 0.64 0.63 0.63 0.63 0.63
46. Safe to walk alone in my neighborhood at night. 1.61 1.56 1.58 1.27 1.07 1.16 1.46 1.37 1.41
47. I have seen a carjacking. 0.83 0.41 0.58 0.63 0.55 0.58 0.74 0.46 0,58
48. I have seen a family member get killed. 0.30 0.19 0.24 0.23 0,45 0.35 0.27 0.29 0.28
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49. A family member has had their life threatened. 1.01 1.01 1.01 0.81 0.90 0.86 0.92 0.96 0.95
SO. I have seen a drive-by shooting. 0.84 0.62 0.71 1.01 0.81 0.90 0.91 0.69 0.79
51. Shots have been fired at my house. 0.30 0.25 0.27 0.36 0.21 0.28 0.33 0.23 0.27
52. Someone has tried to run me over with a car. 0.42 0.36 0.39 0.32 0,21 0.26 0.37 0.31 0.34
53. I have seen a family member get attacked with a 
knife. 0.25 1.42 0.25 0.28 0.32 0.30 0.26 0.28 0.27
54. I've heard about a family member getting killed. 0.85 1.09 1.00 0.92 1.28 1.12 0.88 1.16 1.04
55. 1 feel safe walking to and from school. 1.86 1.42 1.60 1.96 1.45 1.68 1.90 1.43 1.63
56. My neighbors shoot at each other. 0.44 0.31 0.36 0.33 0.25 0.29 0.39 0.29 0.33
57. I have seen a family member get shot. 0.27 0.23 0.24 0.30 0.32 0.31 0.28 0.26 0.27
58. My mom or dad say they wish I had never been 
bom. 0.27 0.31 0.29 0.17 0.26 0.21 0.22 .29 .26
59. It is safe to walk alone in my neighborhood in 
the daytime. 2.23 2.40 2.33 2.09 2.06 2.08 2.17 2.27 2.23
60. My mom or dad say they hate me. 0.26 0.35 0.32 0.25 0.27 0.26 0.26 0.32 0.29
61. I worry that a family member will get killed. 1.26 1.71 1.53 1.34 1.76 1.56 1.30 1.73 1.54
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62, Someone has waited after school to hurt me. 0.54 0.31 0.40 0.46 0.34 0.40 0.51 0.32 0.40
63. I have heard about drive-by shootings in my 
neighborhood. 1.57 1.32 1.42 1.47 1.24 1.34 1.53 1.29 1.39
64. I have heard about a family member getting shot. 0.68 0.90 0.81 0.77 1.00 0.89 0.72 0.94 0.84
63. A family member has killed themselves. 0.24 0.22 0.23 0.22 0.20 0.21 0.23 0.21 0.22
66 My mom or dad has told me that I’m no good. 0.48 0,49 0.49 0.23 0.39 0.31 0.37 0.45 0.42
67. I have heard about a friend of mine getting 
killed. 1.31 1.32 1.31 0.82 0.80 0.81 1.10 1.12 1.11
68. I have heard that a friend has killed themselves. 0.45 0.44 0.44 0.21 0.22 0.21 0.34 0.36 0.35
69. Someone I have dated has hit me in the face. 0.33 0.52 0.44 0.31 0.32 0.32 0.32 0.45 0.39
70. Someone I have dated has beat me up. 0.21 0.31 0.27 0.14 0.19 0.17 0.18 0.27 0.23
71. Someone I have dated has threatened to kill me. 0.33 0.42 0.38 0.16 0.20 0.18 0.26 0.33 0,30
72. I have seen a friend of mine get killed. 0.31 0.17 0.23 0.33 0.23 0.28 0.32 0.20 0.25
73. I have heard about a family member getting 
killed. 0.43 0.51 0.48 0.53 0.63 0.58 0.47 0.56 0.52
74. I have seen a friend of mine get shot. 0.49 0.27 0.36 0.38 0,26 0.31 0.44 0.27 0.34
73. My mom or dad scream at me. 0.96 1.31 1.17 0.94 1.19 1.08 0.95 1.27 1.13
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76. I have heard about a friend of mine getting 
killed. 0.% 0.99 0.98 0.59 0.61 0.60 0,80 0.85 0.83
77. A friend of mine has had their life threatened. 1.09 0.98 1.02 0.85 0.73 0.79 0.98 0.88 0.93
78. Things in my house have been stolen. 0.80 0.93 0.88 0.74 0.94 0.85 0.78 0.93 0.87
79. I have seen a family member get robbed. 0.52 0.30 0.39 0.40 0.47 0.44 0.47 0.37 0.41
80. I have stayed home or cut class to avoid someone 
who might hurt me. 0.30 0.16 0.21 0.22 0.17 0.19 0.27 0.16 0.21
81. I have seen a friend of mine get attacked with a 
knife 0.30 0.12 0.19 0.23 0.28 0.26 0.27 0.18 0.22
r'
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Appendix G
SAVE Items Considered for Elimination
SAVE Items with Low Means
2. Someone my age has threatened to kill me.
3. Someone my age has beaten me up.
7. I  have been shot.
13. Grownups beat me up.
21. Grownups threaten to beat me up.
2 5 .1 have been attacked with a knife.
30. Grownups threaten to kill me.
SAVE Items with Low Item-Total Correlations
2. Someone my age has threatened to kill me.
3. Someone my age has beaten me up.
7. I have been shot.
9. I feel safe.
13. Grownups beat me up.
15.1 have seen a dead body.
2 0 .1 have seen a kid get yanked around by a grownup.
21. Grownups threaten to beat me up.
30. Grownups threaten to kill me.
3 4 .1 have seen a grownup threaten to kill a kid.
44. Gang threaten me.
45. My house has been broken into.
46. It is safe to walk alone in my neighborhood at night
55 .1 have heard about a family member getting killed.
58. My mom or dad say they wish I had never been bom.
59. It is safe to walk alone in my neighborhood in the daytime.
60. My mom or dad have said they hate me.
61.1 worry that a family member will get killed.
66. My mom or dad have told me I’m no good.
(appendix con’d)
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SAVE Items with Low Item-Total Correlations (Cont.)
69. Someone I have dated has hit me in the face.
70. Someone I have dated has beaten me up.
71. Someone I have dated has threatened me.
75. My mom or dad scream at me.
78. Things in my house have been stolen.
79 .1 have seen a family member get robbed.
80.1 have stayed home from school or cut class to avoid someone who might hurt 
me.
81.1 have seen a friend o f mine get attached with a knife.
SAVE Items with High Item Intercorrelation
56. My neighbors shoot at each other.
62. Someone has waited after school to hurt me.
66. My mom or dad have told me I’m no good.
73 .1 have heard about a family member getting attacked with a knife.
76 .1 have heard about a friend of mine getting killed.
78. Things in my house have been stolen.
79.1 have seen a family member get robbed.
SAVE Items with Low Correlations with High and Low Violence Levels
3. Someone my age has beaten me up.
7. I have been shot.
9. I feel safe.
13. Grownups beat me up.
15.1 have seen a dead body.
20 .1 have seen a kid get yanked around by a grownup. 
21. Grownups threaten to beat me up.
2 5 .1 have been attacked with a knife.
(appendix con’d)
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SAVE Items with Low Correlations with High and Low Violence Levels (Cont.)
30. Grownups threaten to kill me.
34.1 have seen a grownup threaten to kill a kid.
44. Gang threaten me.
45. My house has been broken into.
46. It is safe to walk alone in my neighborhood at night
48.1 have seen a family member get killed.
51. Shots have been fired at my house.
52. Someone has tried to run over me with a car.
55.1 have heard about a family member getting killed.
56. My neighbors shoot at each other.
58. My mom or dad say they wish I had never been bom.
59. It is safe to walk alone in my neighborhood in the daytime.
60. My mom or dad have said they hate me.
61.1 worry that a family member will get killed.
65. A family member has killed themself.
66. My mom or dad have told me I’m no good.
68.1 have heard that a friend has killed themself.
69. Someone I have dated has nit me in the face.
70. Someone I have dated has beaten me up.
71. Someone I have dated has threatened me.
72.1 have seen a friend o f mine get killed.
75. My mom or dad scream at me.
78. Things in my house have been stolen.
79.1 have seen a family member get robbed.
80.1 have stayed home from school or cut class to avoid someone who might hurt 
me.
81.1 have seen a friend o f mine get attacked with a knife.
I ______
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Appendix H
SAVE Item -Total Correlations
Item
Frequency
Correlation
Impact
Correlation
I. I have seen someone carry a gun.
school scale score .43 .43
home scale score .43 .44
neighborhood scale score .62 .47
2. Someone my age has threatened to ldll me.
school scale score .24 20
home scale score .24 24
neighborhood scale score .26 20
3. Someone my age has beaten me up.
school scale score .11 22
home scale score .20 29
neighborhood scale score .18 .24
4. Someone has palled a gun on me.
school scale score .27 .24
home scale score .34 .31
neighborhood scale score .41 29
S. Someone has stolen my personal things.
school scale score .36 .39
home scale score .38 .32
neighborhood scale score .36 .32
6. Someone my age has threatened to beat me up
school scale score .35 J3
home scale score .40 .37
neighborhood scale score .36 .35
7. I have been shot
school scale score .14 29
home scale score .21 .28
neighborhood scale score .19 .26
8. I have seen the police arrest someone
school scale score .50 .47
home scale score .54 .44
neighborhood scale score .62 .47
9. I feel safe
school scale score .11 .21
home scale score .09 .19
neighborhood scale score .09 21
10. Grownups hit me
school scale score .24 22
home scale score .26 .38
neighborhood scale score .19 .23
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Item
Frequency Impact
Correlation Correlation
11. I have seen someone threaten to loll someone
school scale score .48 .46
home scale score .58 .48
neighborhood scale score .59 .31
12. Someone my age hits me
school scale score J8 .40
home scale score .42 .33
neighborhood scale score .35 .36
13. Grownups beat me up
school scale score .13 .20
home scale score .20 .33
neighborhood scale score .09 .17
14. I have seen a ldd threaten to kill a grownup
school scale score JO .53
home scale score .51 .43
neighborhood scale score .59 .36
15.1 have seen a dead body
school scale score .15 .13
home scale score .29 .23
neighborhood scale score .22 .28
16. I have seen someone get killed
school scale score .34 .28
home scale score .41 .40
neighborhood scale score .53 .46
17. I have seen a grownup hit a kid
school scale score .49 .48
home scale score .57 .57
neighborhood scale score .53 .56
18. I have heard about someone getting shot
school scale score .52 .57
home scale score .56 .53
neighborhood scale score .61 .59
19. Someone has pulled knife on me
school scale score .39 .34
home scale score .44 .43
neighborhood scale score .47 .37
20. I have seen a kid yanked around by a grownup
school scale score .19 .21
home scale score .22 .23
neighborhood scale score .21 .28
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Item
Frequency
Correlation
Impact
Correlation
21. Grownups threaten to beat me up
school scale score .19 .17
home scale score .28 .31
neighborhood scale score 20 .22
22. I have had shots fired at me
school scale score .28 29
home scale score .42 36
neighborhood scale score .45 33
23. I have seen someone cany a knife
school scale score .56 .54
home scale score .62 .57
neighborhood scale score .63 .62
24. I have seen someone get shot
school scale score .36 .36
home scale score .49 .48
neighborhood scale score .60 .55
23. I have been attacked with a knife
school scale score .18 .32
home scale score .33 .43
neighborhood scale score 27 .29
26. I have seen a kid hit a grownup
school scale score .52 .57
home scale score .57 .56
neighborhood scale score .61 .60
27. I have seen people scream at each other
school scale score .44 .55
home scale score .58 .45
neighborhood scale score .54 .55
28. I have seen someone poll a gun on someone else
school scale score .57 .56
home scale score .63 .58
neighborhood scale score .68 .64
29. I have seen someone get beat up
school scale score .48 .57
home scale score .71 .61
neighborhood scale score .68 .64
30. Grownups threaten to kill me
school scale score .18 21
home scale score .21 .28
neighborhood scale score .20 .23
(appendix con’d)
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Item
Frequency
Correlation
Impact
Correlation
31. I have heard about someone getting killed
school scale score .55 .60
home scale score .62 .58
neighborhood scale score .62 .61
32. I have heard about someone getting stabbed
school scale score .55 .58
home scale score .61 .59
neighborhood scale score .63 .65
33. I have heard about someone getting beat op
school scale score .47 .59
home scale score .65 .59
neighborhood scale score .62 .62
34. I have seen a grownup threaten to kill a kid
school scale score .19 .20
home scale score 26 .25
neighborhood scale score .30 .27
33. I have someone pull a knife on someone else
school scale score .57 .53
home scale score .63 .57
neighborhood scale score .66 .63
36. I have been badly hurt
school scale score .31 .34
home scale score .39 .44
neighborhood scale score .38 .37
37. I have seen someone get stabbed
school scale score .42 .44
home scale score .51 .45
neighborhood scale score .56 .53
38. I hear gunshots
school scale score .48 .52
home scale score .57 .56
neighborhood scale score .57 .57
39. I have seen someone threaten to ldll themselves
school scale score .39 .47
home scale score .44 .47
neighborhood scale score .46 .53
40. I have seen someone get badly hurt
school scale score .53 .51
home scale score .62 .53
neighborhood scale score .62 .59
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Item
Frequency
Correlation
Impact
Correlation
41. I have nm for cover when people started shooting
school scale score .39 .42
home scale score .51 .46
neighborhood scale score .57 .53
42. Grownups scream at ok
school scale score .41 .43
home scale seme .42 .46
neighborhood scale score .37 .44
43. I have heard of someone carrying a gun
school scale score .51 .49
home scale score .50 .51
neighborhood scale score .64 .62
44. Gangs threaten me
school scale score .25 JO
neighborhood scale score .32 29
45. My house has been broken into.
school scale score .18 .19
home scale score .16 .28
neighborhood scale score .15 .22
total scale score .16 .27
46. Safe to walk alone in my neighborhood at night
school scale score .05 .03
home scale score .09 .08
neighborhood scale score .10 .09
total scale score .06 .13
47. I have seen a carjacking.
school scale score .47 .45
home scale score .42 .44
neighborhood scale score .54 .55
total scale score .51 .44
48. I have seen a family member get killed.
school scale score .36 .33
home scale score .38 .37
neighborhood scale score .37 .38
total scale score .35 .36
49. A family member has had their life threatened.
school scale score .49 .47
home scale score .49 .49
neighborhood scale score .48 .49
total scale score .49 .43
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Frequency Impact
Item Correlation Correlation
SO. I have seen a drive-by shooting.
school scale score .44 .45
home scale score .41 39
neighborhood scale score .55 .56
total scale score .48 39
51. Shots have been fired at my house.
school scale score .41 ..39
home scale score .43 .42
neighborhood scale score .40 .45
total scale score .42 .36
52. Someone has tried to run me over with a car.
school scale score 39 .37
home scale score 39 .38
neighborhood scale score 39 .37
total scale score 39 .29
53. I have seen a family member get stabbed.
school scale score .38 .33
home scale score .42 .45
neighborhood scale score 39 .40
total scale score .38 .36
54. I’ve heard about a family member getting killed.
school scale score .41 .42
home scale score .41 .42
neighborhood scale score .42 .41
total scale score .42 .39
55. I feel safe walking to and from school.
school scale score .06 .07
home scale score .08 .06
neighborhood scale score .03 .10
total scale score .05 .11
56. My neighbors shoot at each other.
school scale score .39 .32
home scale score .39 .41
neighborhood scale score .42 .40
total scale score .40 .42
57. I have seen a family member get shot
school scale score .40 .40
home scale score .44 .45
neighborhood scale score .45 .40
total scale score .39 .33
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Item
Frequency
Correlation
Impact
Correlation
58. My mom or dad say they wish I had never been bom.
school scale score .29 .28
home scale score .35 .33
neighborhood scale score .26 21
total scale score .28 .31
59. It is safe to walk alone in my neighborhood in the 
daytime.
school scale score .12 .11
home scale score .14 .11
neighborhood scale score .15 .15
total scale score .13 .14
60. My mom or dad say they hate me.
school scale score .30 2%
home scale score .37 .39
neighborhood scale score 21 22
total scale score 29 .34
61. I worry that a family member will get killed.
school scale score 29 .25
home scale score .31 .33
neighborhood scale score .30 .35
total scale score .31 .40
62. Someone has waited after school to hurt me.
school scale score .41 .44
home scale score .38 .32
neighborhood scale score .40 .43
total scale score .39 .34
63. I have heard about drive-by shootings in my neighborhood.
school scale score .47 .45
home scale score .44 .49
neighborhood scale score .58 .59
total scale score .52 .50
64. I have heard about a family member getting shot
school scale score .42 .40
home scale score .44 .40
neighborhood scale score .42 .43
total scale score .42 .44
65. A family member has killed themselves.
school scale score .36 .38
home scale score .37 .39
neighborhood scale score .32 .33
total scale score .33 .31
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Item
Frequency
Correlation
Impact
Correlation
66 My man or dad has told me that I'm no good.
school scale score J6 31
home scale score .35 .40
neighborhood scale score 29 .30
total scale score J l .37
67. I have heard about a friend of mine getting lolled.
school scale score .52 .55
home scale score .45 .42
neighborhood scale score .51 .45
total scale score .49 .44
68. I have heard that a friend has killed themselves.
school scale score .42 .43
home scale score .39 .38
neighborhood scale score 3 6 .35
total scale score .37 .34
69. Someone I have dated has hit me in the face.
school scale score .40 .44
home scale score .40 .41
neighborhood scale score J6 .32
total scale score .37 .34
70. Someone I have dated has beat me up.
school scale score .36 .38
home scale score .38 .33
neighborhood scale score .30 .31
total scale score .32 .32
71. Someone I have dated has threatened to loll me.
school scale score .37 .42
home scale score .33 .29
neighborhood scale score .33 .31
total scale score .31 .31
72. I have seen a friend of mine get killed.
school scale score .45 .45
home scale score .44 .39
neighborhood scale score .44 .40
total scale score .41 .38
73. I have heard about a family member getting killed.
school scale score .49 .48
home scale score .49 .48
neighborhood scale score .45 .41
total scale score .45 .41
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Frequency Impact
Item Correlation Correlation
74. I have seen a friend of mine get shot
school scale score .46 .47
home scale score .43 .42
neighborhood scale score .49 .49
total scale score .43 .30
75. My mom or dad scream at me.
school scale score J6 .31
home scale score .41 .45
neighborhood scale score .30 .33
total scale score .37 .40
76. I have heard about a friend of mine getting killed.
school scale score .49 .44
home scale sane .46 .42
neighborhood scale score .47 .47
total scale score .46 .45
77. A friend of mine has had their life threatened.
school scale score .55 .51
home scale score .49 .51
neighborhood scale score .52 .55
total scale score .51 .47
78. Things in my house have been stolen.
school scale score 21 .22
home scale score JO .33
neighborhood scale score 26 21
total scale score 25 .38
79. I have seen a family member get robbed.
school scale score .39 .41
home scale score .35 .33
neighborhood scale score .40 .39
total scale score .36 .35
80. I have stayed home or cut class to avoid someone who 
might hurt me.
school scale score .37 .35
home scale score .36 .37
neighborhood scale score .33 .31
total scale score .32 .35
81. I have seen a friend of mine get stabbed.
school scale score .46 .22
home scale score .47 .50
neighborhood scale score .49 .34
total scale score .48 .44
i
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Appendix I
SA V E Item  Correlations w ith High and L ow  V iolence Scorers
Item
Frequency
Correlation
I. I have seen someone cany agon.
school scale item .50
home scale item 37
neighborhood scale item .79
2. Someone my age has threatened to kQl me.
school scale item .31
home scale item .30
neighborhood scale item .38
3. Someone my age has beaten me up.
school scale item .13
home scale item .23
neighborhood scale item 20
4. Someone has pulled a gun on me.
school scale item .19
home scale item 28
neighborhood scale item .44
3. Someone has stolen my personal things.
school scale item .50
home scale item .47
neighborhood scale item .46
6. Someone my age has threatened to beat me up
school scale item .43
home scale item .39
neighborhood scale item .44
7. I have been shot
school scale item .07
home scale item .14
neighborhood scale item .15
8. I have seen the police arrest someone
school scale item .62
home scale item .60
neighborhood scale item .73
9. I feel safe
school scale item .15
home scale item .17
neighborhood scale item .16
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Item
Frequency
Correlation
10. Grownups hit me
school scale item .25
home scale item .40
neighborhood scale item .71
11. I have seen someone threaten to ldll someone
school scale item .61
home scale item .53
neighborhood scale item .28
12. Someone my age hits me
school scale item .33
home scale item 39
neighborhood scale item .30
13. Grownups beat me up
school scale item .13
home scale item 34
neighborhood scale item .10
14. I have seen a ldd threaten to kill a grownup
school scale item .59
home scale item .47
neighborhood scale item .70
15.1 have seen a dead bocfy
school scale item .17
home scale item .22
neighborhood scale item .24
16. I have seen someone get killed
school scale item .22
home scale item .28
neighborhood scale item .52
17. I have seen a grownup hit a kid
school scale item .57
home scale item .71
neighborhood scale item .69
18. I have heard about someone getting shot
school scale item .74
home scale item .71
neighborhood scale item .79
19. Someone has pulled knife on me
school scale item .31
home scale item .34
neighborhood scale item .47
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Item
Frequency
Correlation
20. I have seen a kid yanked around by a grownup
school scale item J20
home scale hem 29
neighborhood scale item 22
21. Grownups threaten to beat me up
school scale hem 22
home scale hem 29
neighborhood scale item .30
22. I have had shots fired at me
school scale item .22
home scale item 21
neighborhood scale hem .45
23. I have seen someone cany a knife
school scale item .70
home scale item .71
neighborhood scale item .79
24. I have seen someone get shot
school scale item .28
home scale item .38
neighborhood scale item .67
25. I have been attacked with a knife
school scale item .15
home scale item .25
neighborhood scale item 26
26. I have seen a kid hit a grownup
school scale item .59
home scale item .56
neighborhood scale item .74
27. I have seen people scream at each other
school scale item .67
home scale item .80
neighborhood scale item .72
28. I have seen someone poll a gun on someone else
school scale item .51
home scale item .53
neighborhood scale item .78
29. I have seen someone get beat op
school scale item .67
home scale item .80
neighborhood scale item .86
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Item
Frequency
Correlation
30. Grownups threaten to ldll me
school scale item .16
home scale item .23
neighborhood scale item .24
31. I have heard about someone getting killed
school scale item .75
home scale item .78
neighborhood scale item .79
32. I have heard about someone getting attacked with a knife
school scale item .69
home scale item .67
neighborhood scale item .78
33. I have heard about someone getting beat up
school scale item .69
home scale item .82
neighborhood scale item .80
34. I have seen a grownup threaten to kill a kid
school scale item 25
home scale item .29
neighborhood scale item 29
35. I have someone pull a knife on someone else
school scale item .53
home scale item .52
neighborhood scale item .72
36. I have been badly hurt
school scale item 29
home scale item .45
neighborhood scale item .43
37. I have seen someone get attacked with a knife
school scale item .37
home scale item .38
neighborhood scale item .56
38. I hear gunshots
school scale item .55
home scale item .74
neighborhood scale item .71
39. I have seen someone threaten to loll themselves
school scale item .39
home scale item .44
neighborhood scale item .52
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Item
Frequency
Correlation
40. I have seen someone get badly hurt
school scale item .62
home scale item .65
neighborhood scale item .73
41. I have run for cover when people started shooting
school scale item .43
home scale item .53
neighborhood scale item .73
42. Grownups scream at me
school scale item .49
home scale item .61
neighborhood scale item .42
43. I have heard of someone carrying a gun
school scale item .65
home scale item .63
neighborhood scale item .81
44. Gangs threaten me
school scale item .24
neighborhood scale item JO
45. My house has been broken into. .19
46. Safe to walk alone in my neighborhood at night .03
47. I have seen a carjacking. .51
48. I have seen a family member get killed. .36
49. A family member has had their life threatened. .54
50. I have seen a drive-by shooting. .50
51. Shots have been fired at my house. .34
52. Someone has tried to run me over with a car. .25
53. I have seen a family member get attacked with a knife. XI
54. I’ve heard about a family member getting killed. .50
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Item
Frequency
Correlation
55. I feel safe walking to and from school. .04
56. My neighbors shoot at each other. 26
57. I have seen a family member get shot .37
58. My mom or dad say they wish I had never been bom. 29
59. It is safe to walk alone in my neighborhood in the daytime. .04
60. My mom or dad say they hate me. .30
61. I worry that a family member will get killed. .22
62. Someone has waited after school to hurt me. 27
63. I have heard about drive-by shootings in my neighborhood. .63
64. I have heard about a family member getting shot. .45
65. A family member has killed themselves. 20
66 My mom or dad has told me that I’m no good. 21
67. I have heard about a friend of mine getting killed. .54
68. I have heard that a friend has killed themselves. .36
69. Someone I have dated has hit me in the face. .25
70. Someone I have dated has beat me up. 29
71. Someone I have dated has threatened to kill me. .21
72. I have seen a friend of mine get killed. .33
73. I have heard about a family member getting killed. .40
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Item
Frequency
Correlation
74. I have seen a friend of mine get shot. 31
75. My mom or dad scream at me. .41
76. I have heard about a friend of mine getting killed. .49
77. A friend of mine has had their life threatened. .51
78. Things in my house have been stolen. .25
79. I have seen a family member get robbed. 21
80. I have stayed home or cot class to avoid someone who 21
might hurt me.
81. I have seen a friend of mine get attacked with a knife. .34
!_
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Appendix J
Principle Components Analysis o f  SAVE Items
Neighborhood Violence Scale
Factor 1: Indirect Violence Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
1. I have seen someone carry a  gun. .60 .27 .09
8. I have seen the police arrest someone .62 .24 .09
17. I have seen a grownup hit a kid .60 .01 .23
18. I have heard about someone getting shot .70 .08 .13
23. I have seen someone carry a knife .63 .22 .14
26. I have seen a kid hit a grownup .56 .26 .21
27. I have seen people scream at each other .67 -.05 .20
29. I have seen someone get beat up .74 .11 .19
31. I have heard about someone getting killed .71 .10 .08
32. I have heard about someone getting 
attacked with a knife .64 .26 .05
33. I have heard about someone getting beat up .74 .04 .11
38. I hear gunshots .63 .13 .07
41. I have run for cover when people started 
shooting .56 .29 .02
43. I have heard o f someone carrying a gun .69 .14 .13
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Neighborhood Violence Scale
Factor 2: Traumatic Violence Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
4. Someone has pulled a gun on me. .11 .53 .28
7. I have been shot. -.09 .47 .12
16. I have seen someone get killed .29 .65 -.03
19. Someone has pulled knife on me .22 .51 .22
22. I have had shots fired at me .17 .64 .09
24. I have seen someone get shot .22 .63 -.08
25. I have been attacked with a knife .01 .48 .13
28. I  have seen someone pull a gun on 
someone else .29 .46 .01
35. I have seen someone pull a knife on 
someone else .28 .54 .09
36. I have been badly hurt .15 .45 .20
37. I have seen someone get attacked with a 
knife .23 .64 .02
40. I have seen someone get badly injured. .06 .44 .26
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Neighborhood Violence Scale
Factor 3: Interpersonal Assression Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
6. Someone my age has threatened to beat me up .19 .16 .52
10. Grownups hit me .02 .01 .60
12. Someone my age hits me .10 .06 .55
13. Grownups beat me up. -.05 -.01 .47
21. Grownups threaten to beat me up .08 .18 .57
42. Grownups scream at me .24 .13 .46
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Home Violence Scale
Factor 1: Indirect Violence Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
1. I  have seen someone cany a gun. .40 .27 .05
8. I  have seen the police arrest someone .45 .24 .14
17. I have seen a grownup hit a kid .49 .12 .24
18. I have heard about someone getting shot .64 .09 .14
23. I have seen someone carry a knife .58 .21 .15
26. I have seen a kid hit a  grownup .51 .27 .21
27. I have seen people scream at each other .62 .00 .25
29. I have seen someone get beat up .66 .21 .21
31 .1  have heard about someone getting killed .74 .10 .08
32. I have heard about someone getting 
attacked with a knife .64 .24 .11
33. I have heard about someone getting beat up .75 .11 .12
38. I hear gunshots .65 .15 .07
41. I have run for cover when people started 
shooting .51 .25 -.05
43. I have heard of someone carrying a gun .61 .12 .02
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Home Violence Scale
Factor 2: Traumatic Violence Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor3
4. Someone has pulled a gun on me. .10 .47 .18
7. I have been shot. -.10 .44 .20
16. I have seen someone get killed .12 .63 .09
19. Someone has pulled knife on me .17 .51 .25
22. I have had shots fired at me .15 .65 .01
24. I have seen someone get shot .26 .67 -.03
25. I have been attacked with a knife .13 .46 .06
28. I have seen someone pull a gun on 
someone else
.28 .57 .04
35. I have seen someone pull a knife on 
someone else
.27 .56 .07
36. I have been badly hurt .28 .49 .14
37. I have seen someone get attacked with a 
knife
..32 .19 .01
40. I  have seen someone get badly hurt .22 .35 .06
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Home Violence Scale
Factor 1: Interpersonal Aggression Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
6. Someone my age has threatened to beat me up .25 .16 .41
10. Grownups hit me .03 -.01 .69
12. Someone my age hits me .14 .10 .44
13. Grownups beat me up. -.10 .11 .61
21. Grownups threaten to beat me up .10 .19 .61
42. Grownups scream at me .27 -.07 .55
(appendix con’d)
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School Violence Scale
Factor 1: Indirect Violence Fa£ggr_l Factor 2 Factor 3
1. I have seen someone carry a gun. .36 .23 .08
8. I have seen the police arrest someone .47 .22 .17
17. I  have seen a grownup hit a kid .46 .17 .28
18. I have heard about someone getting shot .61 .10 .08
23. I have seen someone carry a knife .58 .25 .06
26. I have seen a kid hit a grownup .52 .26 .05
27. I have seen people scream at each other .64 -.07 .08
29. I  have seen someone get beat up .64 -.05 .12
31. I have heard about someone getting killed .68 .13 -.04
32. I have heard about someone getting 
attacked with a knife .60 .25 -.07
33. I have heard about someone getting beat up .68 -.08 .04
38. I hear gunshots .44 .24 .08
41. I have run for cover when people started 
shooting .48 .27 -.00
43. I have heard o f someone carrying a gun .58 .15 .02
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School Violence Scale
Factor 2: Traumatic Violence Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
4. Someone has pulled a gun on me. -.02 .42 .33
7. I have been shot. -.10 .29 .26
16. I have seen someone get killed .05 .48 .25
19. Someone has pulled knife on me .12 .50 .28
22. I have had shots fired at me -.01 .52 .18
24. I have seen someone get shot .11 .54 .14
25. I have been attacked with a knife .05 .35 -.07
28. I have seen someone pull a gun on 
someone else .21 .54 .03
35. I have seen someone pull a knife on 
someone else .29 .59 .02
36. I have been badly hurt .09 .38 .25
37. I have seen someone get attacked with a 
knife .20 .64 -.10
40. I have seen someone get badly injured. .25 .50 -.11
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School Violence Scale
Factor 3: Interpersonal Aggre$flgn Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
6. Someone my age has threatened to beat me up .33 -.03 .48
10. Grownups hit me .07 .13 .46
12. Someone my age hits me .12 -.03 .53
13. Grownups beat me up -.10 .15 .48
21. Grownups threaten to beat me up .09 .26 .42
42. Grownups scream at me .01 .18 .46
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Appendix K
SAVE Subscale Item Means by Demographic Characteristics
School Frequency Subscales
Traumatic
Violence
Indirect Interpersonal
Aggression
Demographic a M SB M SB M SB
All Ss 1036 .25 .38 3.44 1.85 .99 .64
Sex
Boys 441 .29* .44 3J7 1.89 1.01 .66
Girls 595 .22b J4 3.50 1.82 .98 .62
Grade
6 153 .21* J1 2.70* 1.64 1.04 .71
7 113 .23* .41 2.89* 1.73 .91 .69
8 156 .19* 28 3-23 b 1.78 .96 .65
9 210 -23* .34 3.57 b 1.82 .96 .59
10 190 J 0 b .37 4.04 b 1.70 1.00 J3
11 128 J 9 b .48 3.69 b 1.99 1.10 .65
12 86 J 5 b SI 3.87 b 2.00 .99 .72
School Tvoe
Middle 421 .21* .42 2.94* 1.85 1.01 .60
High 615 .28 b .33 3.78 b 1.73 .97 .68
Race
Black 976 25 J9 3.46 1.85 .99 .64
Other 55 21 .48 3.14 1.82 1.08 .63
SES
I 468 22 .38 3.38 1.87 .97 .64
n 126 JO .42 3.36 1.90 1.07 .67
ra/iv/v no 22 .33 3.47 1.75 1.10 .70
FffliilyjPomppriiiw
M&F 331 24 .39 3.37 1.86 .96 .62
M Only 399 24 .33 3.48 1.75 .97 .61
M&SF 173 24 .37 3.30 1.97 1.02 .67
Other 130 .33 .51 3.71 1.95 1.13 .68
Note: M = Mother; F -  Father, SF = Stepfather, MS = Middle School; HS= High School. 
Values with different superscripts are significantly different at p < .006.
(appendix con’d)
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Demographic
Traumatic
Violence
AAVIUV M. IV«|UVUVT U
Indirect
Violence
iwavaiw
Interpersonal
Assression
a M m M SD M SD
All Ss 1036 27 .45 2.71 2.19 .87 .70
Sex
Boys 441 28 .47 2.60 2.17 .79* .66
Girls 595 26 .44 2.79 220 .92 b .72
Grade
6 153 27 24 2.47 1.99 .86 .70
7 113 21 22 2.73 2.32 .82 .71
8 156 22 .40 2.46 2.07 .87 .78
9 210 25 .42 2.67 2.13 .92 .70
10 190 28 20 2.85 2.30 .87 .66
11 128 22 .43 2.84 2.16 .84 .65
12 86 28 .63 321 2.41 .86 .69
School Tvoe
Middle 421 26 .42 2.53 2.11 .85 .73
High 615 27 .48 2.84 223 .88 .67
Race
Black 976 26 .45 2.71 2.19 .86 .70
Other 55 .33 .56 2.70 226 .99 .72
SES
I 468 25 .43 2.75 2.18 .88 .70
n 126 23 .51 2.77 228 .89 .78
nwwv 110 25 .39 2.60 2.15 .92 .75
Family Composition
M&F 331 25 .45 2.51 2.16 .81 .67
MOnly 399 27 .43 2.77 2.15 .87 .70
M&SF 173 25 .43 226 2.19 .91 .77
Other 130 .33 .56 322 2.30 .96 .65
Note: M = Mother, F = Father, SF = Stepfather; MS = Middle School; HS = High School
Values with different superscripts are significantly different at p < .006.
(appendix con’d)
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Demographic
Traumatic
Violence
u iu w u  r iw
Indirect
Violence
Interpersonal
A coression
a M sd M SD M
All Ss 1036 .58 .66 4.75 2.43 .96 .65
§££
Boys 441 .70* .73 4.90 2.33 .92 .60
Girls 595 .49* 59 4.64 2.50 .99 .67
Grade
6 153 .53 .54 4.33 2.28 .96 .66
7 113 .70 .75 4.73 2.43 .95 .66
8 156 .75 .74 5.21 2.46 1.01 .70
9 210 J3 .60 4.80 229 1.00 .62
10 190 S7 .65 5.06 2.49 .96 .62
11 128 .46 .63 4.34 2.56 .89 .61
12 86 J6 .76 4.52 2.55 .91 .66
School Tvne
Middle 421 .66 .68 4.75 2.41 .98 .67
High 615 J3 .64 4.75 2.45 .95 .62
Race
Black 976 .58 .65 4.76 2.43 .96 .65
Other 55 .66 .81 4.68 2.51 1.08 .63
SES
I 468 SI .65 4.75 2.48 .98 .63
n 126 .68 .73 4.96 2.42 .99 .73
m/iv/v no 55 .61 4.57 2.30 1.01 .70
Familv Comoosirion
M&F 331 .53 .67 4.53 2.52 .90 .63
MOnly 399 .60 .65 4.86 2.34 .98 .63
M&SF 173 .57 .61 4.64 2.48 1.01 .71
Other 130 .68 .75 5.11 2.41 1.00 .63
Note: M = Mother; F = Father; SF = Stepfather, MS = Middle School; HS = High School
Values with different superscripts are significantly different at p < .006.
(appendix con’d)
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Total SAVE Scale
Home School Neighborhood
Demographic n
Violence Violence Violence
M SB SD M SB
All Ss 1036 .77 .63 .92 J2 1.28 .71
Sex
Boys 441 .74 .63 .92 J5 1.34* .71
Girls 595 .79 .63 .92 50 1.24 b .71
Grade
6 153 .73 .56 .78* .47 1.19 .64
7 113 .77 .69 .79* 53 152 .75
8 156 .69 .58 .84* .49 1.41 .73
9 210 .77 .60 .93 b JO 1.29 .65
10 190 .79 .66 1.06 b .49 1.34 .73
11 128 .77 .60 1.00 b .56 1.13 .72
12 86 .92 .76 1.02 b .64 152 .79
School Type
Middle 421 .73 .61 .81* .49 150 .71
High 615 .80 .64 1.00 b .53 126 .71
Race
Black 976 .76 .62 .92 .53 128 .71
Other 55 .84 .69 .88 .52 129 .76
SES
I 468 .77 .61 .89 .52 128 .71
n 126 .80 .68 .93 .54 1.34 .74
m/iv/v 110 .75 .61 .94 .52 1.25 .68
Familv Comnosition
M&F 331 .72 .62 .90 .52 1.22 .72
MOnly 399 .78 .61 .92 .48 1.31 .68
M&SF 173 .73 .63 .89 .56 1.26 .72
Other 130 .90 .69 1.02 J9 1.37 .75
Note: M = Mother, F -  Father, SF = Stepfather, MS= Middle School; HS -  High School 
Values with different superscripts are significantly different at p < .006.
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Appendix L
YSR, TSC-C. and IES Subscale Means and Standard Deviations for High and Low Violence Groups by Gender
Home Traumatic Violence
YSR Subscales
Hi eh Violence Low Violence
Male Female Total Male Female Total
(n = 
Mean
30)
SD
(n = 
Mean
27)
SD
(n = 
Mean
57)
SD
(n = 
Mean
53)
SD
(n = 
Mean
48)
SD
<*»-
Total
101)
SD F(Violence)
Externalizing Problems 38.14 (12.99) 63.54 (11.79) 60.84* (12.39) 47.23 (10.86) 48.76 (10.81) 47,95 b (10.81) 33.84”
Internalizing Problems 53.64 (11.25) 60.89 (10,93) 37.27* (11.58) 45.31 (9.91) 49.89 (9.68) 47.46 b (10.02) 12,43"
TSC-C Subscale
Dissociation 5.6J (J03) 6.50 (6.13) 6,00* (5.55) 2.92 (3,83) 3.60 (4.40) 3.24 b (4.10) 13.54"
PTSD 7,38 («.S6) 8.29 (691) 7.82* (6.69) 3.94 (3.92) 5.42 (5.90) 4.64 b (4.99) 13.40"
Anger 8.63 (7.43) 9.96 (7.70) 9,26* (7.52) 3.72 (4.87) 4.48 (5.01) 4.08 b (4.93) 26,19"
IES Subscales
Intrusion 10.33 (6.14) 9.76 (5.34) 9,96* (5.52) 4.33 (4.06) 1.92 (4.67) 3,32 b (4.42) 18,29"
Avoidance 10.67 (5.12) 9.94 (6.00) 10,19* (5.62) 3.33 (653) 2.00 (3.85) 3.94 b (5.73) 23.83"
Note: YSR = Youth Self Report; TSC-C = Trauma Symptom Checklist for Children; IES = Impact of Events Scales; **£.< .007.
(appendix con'd)
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Neighborhood Traumatic Violence
YSR Subscales
Hieh Violence Low Violence
Male Female Total Male Female Total
(n = 
Mean
34)
SD
(n =
Mean
20)
SD
(n = 
Mean
54)
SD
(n =
Mean
25)
SD
(n = 
Mean
32)
SD
01 = 
Total
57)
SD F( Violence)®
Externalizing Problems 38.10 (12.43) 61.43 (13.20) 59.41 * (12.71) 43.28 (11.33) 47.97 (12.23) 43.91b (12.03) 13.33"
Internalizing Problems 30.97 (10.98) 62.63 (10.83) 53.33* (12.23) 44.16 (10.33) 49.63 (10.81) 47.23b (10.86) 8.27"
TSC-C Subscale
Dissociation 4.12 (5,06) 7.11 (6.91) 3.19* (591) 3.00 (4.00) 2.94 (3.26) 2.97 b (3.36) 8.88"
PTSD 3.18 (6,30) 8.03 (6.63) 6.26 (M l) 3.88 (3.18) 4.73 (5.85) 4.36 (4.86) 2.36
Anger 6.94 (6.93) 10.33 (7.94) 8.28* (7.47) 2.92 (3.89) 3.24 (4.34) 3.10 b (4.12) 3,59"
IES Subscales
Intrusion 6.00 (4.96) 7.27 (5.46) 6.54 (5.11) 3.20 (8.68) 2.78 (5 48) 3.64 (6.36) 1.82
Avoidance 3.87 (4.83) 8.18 («43) 6.83 (5.38) 3.80 (6.50) 3.33 (5.85) 3.30 (5.84) 3.10
Note: YSR = Youth Self Report; TSC-C = Trauma Symptom Checklist for Children; IBS = Impact of Events Scales; < .007. 
® Home Traumatic Violence was used as a covariate.
(appendix con’d)
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School Traumatic Violence
YSR Subscales
Hieh Violence Low Violence
Male Female Total Male Female Total
(n = 
Mean
31)
SD
(n = 
Mean
21)
SD
(n = 
Mean
52)
SD
(n = 
Mean
37)
SD
(n = 
Mean
50)
SD
(n = 
Total
87)
SD s!
, 
*
Externalizing Problems 39.10 ( 12.20) 60.91 ( 12.08) 59.88 ( 12.06) 49.46 ( 12.74) 30,76 (11.62) 30.20 ( 12.06) 5,99
Internalizing Problems 32.39 ( 11.32) 61.36 ( 10.87) 36.37 ( 11.96) 47.93 ( 11.26) 30,92 (10.70) 49.64 (10.98) 5.16
TSC-C Subscale
Dissociation 4.84 (3.48) 7.14 (6.36) 3.79 (6.00) 4.14 <«.»> 3.26 (3.12) 6.63 (3.65) 3,19
PTSD 5.87 (6.45) 8.64 (7.25) 7.02 (6.87) 4.44 (5.16) 5.10 (5.20) 4.83 (5.16) 1.12
Anger 7.23 (714) 10.19 (7.93) 8.42 (7.33) 3.19 (5.79) 5.16 (5.63) 3.17 (5.66) 1.73
IES Subscales
Intrusion 3.87 (4.91) 9.34 (6.28) 7.37 (5.79) 3.20 (5.35) 2.75 (4.54) 3.69 (491) 3.22
Avoidance 6.33 (3.38) 9,07 (6.96) 7.71 (6.19) 7.60 (*•29) 3.13 (4.73) 4.83 (6.38) 2.67
Note: YSR s  Youth Self Report; TSC-C -  Trauma Symptom Checklist for Children; IES = Impact of Events Scales; **£< .007. 
9 Home Traumatic Violence was used as a covariate.
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Traumatic
Violence
Indirect
Violence
Interpersonal
Aggression
Item 2 (.56)1 
Item 10 (.67)1 
Item 13 (-53)1 
Item 14 (.61)1
Item 16 ( . 1
Item 17 (.6911
Item 19 (.7711
Item 24 (.7711
Item 25 (.49)1
Item 26 (.76)1
Item 281.43)1
Item 29 (.67)1
1 Item I L60)
1 Item 5 1.61)
1 Item 9 1.69)
1 Item II (.63)
1 Item 12 (.69)
1 Item 15 (.90)
1 Item 18 (.71)
Item 20 (.58)
1 Item 21 (.77)
1 Item 22 (.72)
1 Item 23 (.79)
Item 27 (.69)
1 Item 30 (.59)
Item 32 (.75)
Item 3 (.27)1
Item 4 (.4811
Item 6 (.38)1
Item 7 (.38)1 
Item 8 (.69)1 
Item 31 (.49)1
Figure 1: Confirmatory Factor Analysis. Neighoborhood Scale
I
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Item 10 (JO)
Item 13 f .53)
Item 14 (.321
Item 16 (.56)
Traumatic
Violence
Item 17 (.231
Item 24 (77)
Item 25 (.14)
Item 26 (-58)
Item 28 (.40)
Item 29 (.67)
Item 5 (.62)
Item 11 (.62)
Indirect
Violence
Item 18 (.68)
Item 22 (.65)
Item 23 (.751
Item 27 (.59)
Item 30 (.621
Item 32 (.79)
Interpersonal
Aggression
1 Item 3 (.40)
Item 4 (.60)1 
I Item 6 (.49)1
1 hem 7 (.35)
Item 8 (.67)1
Item 31 (.56)
Fiffure 2: Confirmatory Factor Analysis. Home Scale
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Traumatic
Violence
Indirect
Violence
Interpersonal
Aggression
I Item 2 f.34)l
Item 13 (.71)1 
Item 14 (.46)1 
Item 16 (.60)1 
Item 17 (.69)1
Item 19 (.83)1
Item 24 (.63)1 
Item 25 (.20)1
Item 26 (.7811
Item 28 (.16)1
Item 29 (.14)1
Item 1 (.59)1
Item 5 (.60)1
Item 9 (.6711
Item 11 (.69)1
Item 121-58)1
Item IS (.70)1
Item 18 (.59)1
Item 20 (.STM
Item 21 (.66)1
Item 22 (.67)1
Item 23 (.55)1
Item 27 (.55)1 
Item 30 (.57)1
Item 32 (.68)
Item 3 (.46)1
Item 4 (.32)1
Item 6 (.46)1
Item 7 (.34)1
Item 8 (.67)1
Item 31 (.49)1
Figure 3: Confirmatory Factor Analysis. School Scale
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